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The CuArrMaN., Well, I think it ought to be
clarified. It alleges in this that this is used
to pick up incoming conversations and tele-
phone conversations also of the employees,
the members of the Department, to outgoing
particularly, particularly it has reference to
conversations between members of the staff
and reporters.

Mr. BarnrL, I am totally unaware of that,
Mr. Chairman, and I am sure it is erroneous,

The CHAIRMAN. And they also allege that
tapes, records are made of conversations be-
tween Senators and members of the State
Department.

Mr. Barr. I am certain that that is wrong.

The CHAIRMAN. S0 you can say positively
that that is not so?

Mr. BaLL. Yes.

The Cuamman. I think it ought to be
knocked down. It is a very current story,
and a front page story of this publication,
which is natural, if it were true would be very
disturbing to the Committee.

Mr. BaLL, Certainly in my experience in
the Department this is totally untrue.

This exchange originally appears in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page 12202 of
the May 7 issue. On that same page there
is included a memorandum supplied by
the Government Employees Exchange
entitled “History and Location of
‘Espionage’ or ‘Electronic Laboratory’
Facilities at the Department of State.”
The memo describes a facility of four
rooms, with room numbers, which, along
with a lecture room, comprised an island
in a moat of corridors completely sur-
rounding the facility. In addition, a
drawbridge consisting of a locked door,
sealed the facility off from the so-called
corridor 8 of the third floor. The memo
went on to name some of those who
were authorized to enter the facility, ac-
cess to which was denied even to security
officers. A brief history of the use of the
facility was included in the memo.

As can be seen from Mr. Ball's testi-
mony, he denies the existence of a facility
for monitoring phone conversations and
added that “I certainly would have been
aware of it.” Either Mr. Ball gave the
Senate committee a deceptive answer or
he was truly uniformed as to the exist-
ence of the facility, and especially its
misuse in monitoring certain phone con-
versations. It must be understood that
there are legitimate functions for so-
called electronics laboratories. Other
agencies have them, and they are used to
devise new electronic equipment to
counter and neutralize electronic eaves-
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dropping by alien and unfriendly forces.
But Mr. Ball specifically denied that a
facility existed which was put to the use
of monitoring phone conversations of
State Department employees and “re-
porters.”

The record shows that Mr. Ball was
aware that phone monitoring had taken
place in the State Department. When
three State Department officials, John
Reilly, David Belisle, and Elmer Dewey
Hill, were found to have given misstate-
ments—or possibly lied—to the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee, con-
cerning the bugging of Otto F. Otepka’s
phone, they were requested to write let-
ters to the subcommittee “amplifying”
their testimony. Mr. Ball was the “go-
between” between the three and Secre-
tary Rusk.

The testimony of another State De-
partment official, Abram Chayes, con-
firms that Mr. Ball was very much in-
volved in the Otepka case. In testimony
before the Senate Internal Security Com-
mittee on August 14, 1964, there occurred
this exchange between Mr. Sourwine,
chief counsel of the subcommittee, and
Mr. Chayes:

Mr. SouvrwiINE. Can you tell us if it is cor-
rect that Mr. Rusk and Mr. Ball have made
most of the decisions, have themselves made
most of the decisions in the Otepka case?

Mr. CuHAYES. Well, you say most of the de-
cisions. Every major step in the case has been
considered either by Mr. Rusk or Mr, Ball.

In addition, I have been reliably in-
formed that the Otepka case was Mr.
Ball's “baby.” It is my understanding
that he handled the Otepka affair and
should have been aware of the chicanery
that characterized the whole operation.

In January of this year Secretary
Rusk, at a press conference, was ques-
tioned by Clark Mollenhoff of the Cowles
Publications as to why perjury charges
had not been referred to the Justice De-
partment in the cases of Reilly, Belisle,
and Hill:

MoLLENHOFF. Well, it has not been sent to
the Department of Justice, and they were
informed, the Assistant Attorney General in
charge of the criminal division in the last
week or two has informed a member of Con-
gress that it has not been referred to the
Department of Justice.

Secretary Rusk. Well, that it not my recol-
lection of it four years ago. But neverthe-
less . . .
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The above answer by Secretary Rusk
indicates that he had not been aware of
the many ramifications of the case and
that he had not followed the develop-
ments closely. This would be understand-
able if the case had been referred for
handling to Mr. Ball.

It is also my understanding that more
information concerning Mr. Ball’s part in
the Otepka case will be brought to public
attention next week.

The crux of the issue concerning Mr.
Ball and the phone monitoring facility
boils down to this: Regardless of whether
Mr. Ball was aware of any facility or
device, did he:

First. Authorize, direct, or approve,
electronic security people to monitor or
listen in on telephone conversations of
certain State Department employees, or
journalists?

Second. Receive any reports from elec-
tronic security people or the Director of
Security of the Department of State con-
cerning any monitored conversations of
any State Department employees or
journalists?

Mr. Ball should be made to answer
these questions—this time under oath—
before he is confirmed as the Ambassador
to the United Nations.

COURAGEOUS GOV. LURLEEN
WALLACE

HON. JAMES G. FULTON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 7, 1968

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I respectfully include the fol-
lowing telegram which I have sent to the
Honorable George Wallace on learning of
the passing of his lovely wife, Lurleen,
Governor of Alabama:

Hon. GEORGE WALLACE,
Montgomery, Ala.:

It is with real sorrow we have learned of
the passing of your lovely wife, Gov. Lurleen
Wallace, of Alabama. She certainly was a
lovely, courageous person whom we all ad-
mired. She has left a heritage which every
American woman can look to in high honor
and pride.

Jmm FULTON,
Congressman from Pennsylvania.

SENATE—Monday, May 13, 1968

The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore.

Rev. Carl H. Douglass, Jr., minister,
Duncan Memorial Methodist Church,
Ashland, Va., offered the following
prayer:

Dear Father of all men, who loves us
more than we know and who is nearer
than we suspect: we pray for ourselves,
for our loved ones, and for our enemies;
we pray for our Nation and our world.
Heal our wounds and teach us the way of
brotherhood.

We confess that we are small in mind,
slow in deed, and often cowards before
the truth. Make us humble that we
might Jearn ore; save us from the
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pinched mind and the loud mouth. De-
liver us from taking our honors more
seriously than our responsibilities.

Give us self-respect that we might be
able to respect all persons. Give us a
vision that includes more than our own
way. Give us principles that center on
persons. Make us both kind and brave.
And give us an awareness of Thy pres-
ence that carries us through our small
day to Thy everlasting light. In Thy
name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, May 10, 1968, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
legislative calendar, under rule VIII, be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
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relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That, of course,
would occur after the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLer] is recog-
nized and has completed his statement.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
TALMADGE in the chair). Under the order
entered on Friday the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER] is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator has been recog-
nized for one-half hour. I ask unanimous
consent, with his approval, and with the
stipulation that he does not lose his right
to the floor, to suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill elerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TIME FOR POLICY DECISION IN
FAVOR OF OUR MEN BEARING THE
BURDEN OF THE WAR IN VIETNAM

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, last Au-
gust 31, the Senate Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee issued a unani-
mous report in which we declared:

Many proposals have been heard recently
calling for a curtailment of our air cam-
paign against North Vietnam, including a
complete cessation of the bombing in certain
vital areas. Each of these proposals has the
serious fault that, if adopted, the inevitable
result would be an increased infiltration of
men and war goods into South Vietnam
and increased casualties among U.S. and
allied troops.

A territorial limitation of the bombing
would . . . be a perilous course because it
would afford the North Vietnamese many
vital sanctuaries and enable them to expand
the ground war in South Vietnam with a
lesser penalty than is now being exacted. As
an illustration, General Wheeler [Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff] testified that a
reduction of our bombing or imposition of
additional restrictions on our air forces
would cause increased U.S. and allled cas-
ualties in South Vietnam.

These observations were agreed to by
the President of the United States last
February 1, during his presentation of a
Medal of Honor to one of our airmen. At
that time the President said:

Let those who would stop the bombing an-
swer this gquestion: “What would the North
Vietnamese be doing if we stopped the bomb-

ing and let them alone?”

The answer, I think, is clear. The enemy
force in the South would be larger. It would
be better equipped. The war would be hard-
er. The losses would be greater. The diffi-
culties would be greater. And of one thing
you can be sure: It would cost many more
American lives.

Two months later, on March 31, the
President, in his nationwide television
address, stated that he was ordering a
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unilateral restriction of our air attacks
on North Vietnam—restrictions which
have since confined our attacks to North
Vietnamese territory below the 20th par-
allel—some 180 miles above the DMZ.

He also said:

We ask that talks begin promptly, that
they be serious talks on the substance of
peace. We assume that during those talks
Hanoli will not take advantage of our re-
straint.

At his news conference on April 11, the
Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford, was
asked what would happen if we found
that North Vietnam was taking advan-
tage of our restraint, and he replied:

We would have to make a policy decision
then as to what we would do in view of their
decision not to comply with the formula
that is in our minds.

Shortly thereafter, I pointed out that
the President had not ordered any re-
strictions on our aerial reconnaissance
flights over North Vietnam, and that the
White House owed a duty to inform the
people of the results of these flights. Cer-
tainly the people have a right to know
whether, in fact, reciprocal restraint is
being followed by North Vietnam; and,
if such restraint has not been forthcom-
ing, what the President is going to do
about it.

Increasing anxiety over this matter
has been expressed in the nearly 6 weeks
since the President curtailed our air cam-
paign over North Vietnam.

The distinguished columnist, Carl
Rowan, wrote in the April 14 issue of the
Washington Evening Star:

But there ls growing uneasiness over the
following evidence that the Communists may
be suckering the U.S. into giving them a
needed breather: Aerial photographs and
other intelligence reports indicate a sharp
increase in the infiltration of men and arms
from North Vietnam into the South since
President Johnson curbed bombing attacks
on the North.

On April 17, the knowledgeable writer
Joseph Alsop observed from Da Nang
that—

The Hanoi “bosses” immediate aim is to see
whether President Johnson can be horn-
swoggled into abandoning the vital bombing
of the North Vietnamese Panhandle without
an adequate quid pro quo.

In the April 21 issue of the New York
Times, Gene Roberts, writing from
Saigon, quoted one of our top-ranking
officers as saying:

They're bringing troops and ammunition
into South Vietnam at the maximum rate.

In the April 23 issue of the Washing-
ton Post, staff writer Carroll Kilpatrick
reported:

A large build-up of Communist forces in
South Vietnam is taking place despite con-
centrated American bombing attacks on the
invading contingents.

One officlal sald that United States ob-
servers had never seen a heavier concentra-
tion of truck trafiic moving south from
North Vietnam than in recent days. . . .
The trucks are sald to be carrying men and
supplies.

In the May 2 issue of the New York
Times, reporter Hedrick Smith wrote:

Some senior American military officials are
reported to have begun to argue for a re-
sumption of American bombing through-
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out North Vietnam. . . . Administration
sources reported that the field commands
were contending that North Vietnamese in-
filtration into the South in the last two
months, especially during April, had reached
a peak for the war. SBome estimates place
the infiltration figure for April as high as
20,000 men.

In the May 3 issue of the New York
Times, Max Frankel reported that the
President ‘“‘will resist military pressure
for a resumption of the bombing of
North Vietnam north of the 20th paral-
lel, at least until there is more persuasive
evidence that Hanoi is stalling to gain
military advantages. A menacing in-
crease in the movement of men and sup-
plies into South Vietnam or attacks on
such cities as Saigon or Hue would force
the President to reconsider the decision
to spare Hanoi and Haiphong, officials
point out.”

In the May 5 issue of the Washington
Post appeared an article, bearing the
Saigon dateline, which reads:

North Vietnam has increased its troop in-
filtration into South Vietnam since Presi-
dent Johnson halted bombing above the 20th
parallel a month ago, U.S. sources said to-
day. . . . US. sources had reported earlier
that North Vietnam also has increased its
flow of war materials into the South. At
least 10,000 enemy trucks were reported seen
moving south, the largest such movement in
the war. . . . Air officers maintain that the
farther south the trucks and troops are al-
lowed to go unhampered, the harder they be-
come to knock out.

In the May 6 issue of the New York
Times, William Beecher reported:

North Vietnam has made a ‘desperate
effort” to rush men and supplies into South
Vietnam in the last few months, according
to Administration sources who made new
figures available today on infiltration. . . .
Despite heavy American air strikes between
the DMZ and the 20th parallel in North
Vietnam and along infiltration routes in
Laos, they sald, reconnaissance pilots report
that convoys of 100 or 200 trucks are fre-
quently sighted. “This is at least two or
three times the normal flow,” one official
sald. . . . Since President Johnson's speech
March 31 announcing a curtailment of
bombing and bidding for peace talks, knowl-
edgeable sources said, there may have been
a rise of 2,000 or so in the monthly infiltra-
tion rate.

In the Washington Post for May 8,
Chalmers M. Roberts stated:

More than 100,000 North Vietnamese
troops have been sent into South Vietnam
since the Tet offensive in January and in-
filtration during the first five days of May
was between 6,600 and 7,000 men, an Ad-
ministration official said yesterday. The fig-
ures, the highest yet made public, were given
to the White House correspondents of the
Associated Press and United Press Interna-
tional.

Mr. President, from the foregoing, it is
obvious that there has been no reciprocal
restraint on the part of North Vietnam
in response to President Johnson's cur-
tailment of our air campaign over North
Vietnam. Instead, the response has been
to escalate the flow of troops and sup-
plies into South Vietnam.

This is the same answer the Presi-
dent, himself, predicted last February 1.
And to use his words of that date:

Of one thing you can be sure: it will cost
many more American lives.
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The question the people of this coun-
try have a right to have answered is just
how many more American lives are to
be sacrificed before the President orders
an effective response to the enemy’s es-
calation?

It is, indeed, time for the policy de-
cision to which the Secretary of Defense
made reference.

That policy decision should be in favor
of—and never against—our brave men
who are bearing the real burden of this
war. It should be in favor of reducing—
and never increasing—the casualties
which these men will suffer.

That policy decision should take fully
into account the plan enunciated by
North Vietnamese General Vinh:

In fighting while negotiating, the side
which fights more strongly will compel the
adversary to accept its conditions. We must
fight to win great victories with which to
compel the enemy to accept our conditions.

If the North Vietnamese policy is to
fight and win battles while the talks,
which began last Friday, go on, we have
no choice except to fight and win those
battles. And it is wrong to let down our
guard and submit our men and those of
our allies to greater casualties in fight-
ing those battles.

Our military leaders have warned that
curtailment of our air campaign over
North Vietnam would, without reciprocal
restraint on the part of the enemy, re-
sult in more casualties and a longer war.
And the President’s own words of Feb-
ruary 1 support their position.

As talks move along in Paris, all of us
hope and pray that they will swiftly
move into meaningful negotiations lead-
ing to a just and lasting peace. But the
enemy should be made to understand
that we are not so interested in talking
that we will tolerate abuse of our re-
straint. If we fail to make this clear, our
position during the talks will be severely
weakened.

According to reports from Paris, rep-
resentatives from North Vietnam have
opened the talks by insisting on the total
cessation of bombing. In the face of clear
evidence of Hanoi’s escalation following
the partial cessation ordered 6 weeks ago
we may trust that our representatives
will make it clear that instead, we will
take action in response to their escala-
tion which will prevent increased casual-
ties to our men.

It is time for the President to take the
American people into his confidence and
tell them the facts about what North
Vietnam has done during the past 6 weeks
in violation of his assumption that no
advantage would be taken of our re-
straint.

And it is time for the President to an-
nounce a policy decision which will
satisfy both the United States and its
allies that our men in Vietnam will not
be placed in greater peril as a price for
talks which, like the truce talks in Korea,
can be used by the enemy as a calculated
step in inflicting greater casualties upon
us.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
various articles to which I have made
reference.

There being no objection, the material
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was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, May 6, 1968]

BaLL Links TALKES AND INFILTRATION—HE AND
OTHER OFFIcIALS SEE EFFoRT BY HANoOI To
RaisE Its BARGAINING POWER

{By William Beecher)

WasHINGTON, May 5.—North Vietnam has
made a “desperate effort” to rush men and
supplies into South Vietnam in the last few
months, according to Administration sources
who made new figures avallable today on in-
filtration.

Officials said that Hanoi was probably at-
tempting to improve its bargaining power for
the preliminary peace talks that are expected
to get underway in Paris this week.

George W. Ball, who is to become United
States delegate to the United Nations, de-
clared on the television program *“Meet the
Press” on the National Broadcasting Com-
pany network that the North Vietnamese
infiltration of South Vietnam had totaled
80,000 to 100,000 men so far this year.

SOME GO ELSEWHERE

Defense and State Department officials ex-
plained that there was no sure estimate yet
how many of those troops entered the war
zone and how many were up in Laos and
Cambodia and in the demilitarized zone
along the line between North Vietnam and
South Vietnam.

Administration officials sald that the
enemy's mortar and rocket assaults against
more than 100 targets in South Vietnam was
the first discernible large-scale reflection of
the build-up.

Despite heavy American air strikes between
the DMZ and the 20th Parallel in North Viet-
nam and along infiltration routes in Laos,
they said, reconnaissance pilots report that
convoys of 100 or 200 trucks are frequently
sighted.

“This is at least two or three times the
normal flow,” one official said: “We're pound-
ing them as hard as we can, but still they
come.”

He described the flow as a ‘“desperately
high rate of movement."”

On infiltration of North Vietnamese com-
bat units, the sources acknowledged some
disagreement among intelligence officials. But
the predominating view, according to one
source, is that 20,000 men—10,000 each
month—were seen moving south during Jan-
uary and February. This was said to be 4,000
above the normal monthly flow. The same
view holds that 35,000 to 40,000 troops moved
south in March and again in April.

Since President Johnson's speech March 31
announcing a curtailment of bombing and
bidding for peace calling knowledgeable
sources saild, there may have been a rise of
2,000 or so in the monthly infiltration rate.

Some sources expressed discouragement at
this possible trend, saying that the Adminis-
tration had hoped that the President’s speech
would result in some diminution of effort by
the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong.

RECALLS 1954 TALKS

In his television appearance, Mr. Ball sald
that the North Vietnamese “may be follow-
ing a pattern which they followed once be-
fore.” He recalled that before the Geneva
talks in 1954, th Communist forces mounted
a major drive that resulted in the defeat
of French forces at Dienbienphu on the day
before talks started. Dienbienphu fell May 7,
1954, or 14 years ago Tuesday.

“Now, if they think on the 5th of May,
before the talks start on the 10th of May,"”
he said, “that this kind of a military opera-
tion is going to result in improving their
bargaining position, I think they gravely
misconceive the attitude of the United
States, the power position of the United
States, or the determination of the United
States to see an honorable settlement.”
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By curtailing the bombing of North Viet-
nam to points generally below the 20th paral-
lel, Mr. Ball said, the United States has taken
an act of restraint.

“There should, on the other side, be some
kind of reciprocity,” he said.

QUESTION OF PATIENCE

Asked how long the United States might
be willing to wait before resuming full-scale
bombing raids if the talks in Paris failed
to show progress, Mr. Ball sald that the
“farthest thing"” from the President’s mind
was having to expand the bombing, but that
he would not want to predict how much pa-
tience the United States would demonstrate
in Paris.

Despite reports that some high military
men have been pressing, behind the scenes,
for a resumption of widespread bombing,
knowledgeable officials said that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff had not made such a recom-
mendation.

“The chiefs are not happy about the un-
precedented level of infiltration,” one source
said. “They have held numerous discussions
on its implications. But they have made no
recommendation that full bombing be re-
sumed.”

[From the New York Times, May 3, 1968]

Uwnrtep StaTtEs Nor Sure Hawnor Wawts To
REDUCE PACE oF FIGHTING
(By Max Frankel)

WasHINGTON, May 2.—President Johnson
and his senior advisers have come through a
month of diplomatic dickering with North
Vietnam with no clear idea whether Hanol is
interested in their basic proposition that
the two sides move toward negotiations by
reducing the level of fighting.

Such movement toward restraint was the
most that they hoped for when the Presi-
dent curtailed the bombing of North Viet-
nam and invited Hanol to help save lives
while contacts were made. The response so
far, officials report, strike the Administra-
tion as inconclusive.

The fighting in South Vietnam at the
moment Iis heavy because of American
offensives. But these are ultimately defen-
sive, reflecting fear of another round of
enemy attacks on Saigon, Hue and other
cities.

Becretary of State Dean Rusk sald today
that the enemy was preparing for a major
offensive. He told the House Foreign Affairs
Committee that such an attack would be “a
big setback for the possibility of talks.”

CONVERSATIONS INCONCLUSIVE

The conversations in Laos between Amer-
ican and North Vietnamese diplomats have
failed so far in two respects; they have
neither broken the deadlock about where to
hold formal talks nor brought any message
that Hanol wants its military redeployment
interpreted as signs of restraint.

Accordingly, the President is said to have
reached these tentative conclusions for the
immediate future.

He will encourage the already vigorous
efforts of third parties—both nations and
individuals—to help set a place and time for
talks that both Hanol and Washington could
accept without appearing to yleld to pres-
sure from the other.

He will resist Hanoi’s current demand that
that talks be held only in Cambodia or
Poland, yet without finally rejecting either
place. Mr. Johnson's objections to Cambodia
or Poland are said to have grown from spe-
cific concerns about communications and
accessibility to a larger feellng that success
in the talks depends upon an initial feeling
of comfort by both sides with the arrange-
ments.

He will resist military pressure for a re-
sumption of the bombing of North Vietnam
north of the 20th Parallel, at least until
there is more persuasive evidence that Hanoi
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is stalling to gain military advantages. A
menacing increase in the movement of men
and supplies into South Vietnam or attacks
on such citles as Saigon or Hue would force
the President to reconsider the decision to
spare Hanol and Haiphong, officlals point
out,

He will remain alert for any signal, in
formal contacts if they can be arranged or
on the battlefield itself, that North Vietnam
has Its own reasons for wishing to reduce
the level of violence.

A reciprocal reduction, by tacit or explicit
agreement, has always seemed to high Ad-
ministration officlals to be a more realistic
objective for the near future than a formal
political settlement resolving the future of
South Vietnam,

Despite the emphasis given in the last
month to arranging “peace talks,” the Presi-
dent himself has always stressed his imme-
diate interest in starting with acts of mill-
tary restraint.

[From the New York Times, May 2, 1968]

MiLitaRY MEN Saip To UrGe END OF CURBS
oN BOMBING
(By Hedrick Smith)

WasHINGTON, May 1.—Some senior Amer-
ican military officials are reported to have be-
gun to argue for a resumption of American
bombing throughout North Vietnam.

The reports came as a new gesture was
made in the diplomatic situation. The White
House announced Washington's acceptance
of an Indonesian proposal that preliminary
talks with North Vietnam be held in neutral
waters aboard an Indonesian ship, possibly
the heavy cruiser Irian.

The Indonesian proposal was made about
two weeks ago by Foreign Minister Adam
Malik. The United States officially relayed its
acceptance to Jakarta late today.

At the same time, Senator J. W. Fulbright
of Arkansas and other members of the Sen-
ate Forelgn Relations Committee urged the
Administration to accept North Vietnam's
proposal that preliminary talks be held in
Warsaw.

The suggestion was reportedly made dur-
ing testimony from Under Secretary of State
Nicholas deB. Katzenbach behind closed
doors. Mr. Fulbright also reportedly suggested
that talks could be held in the demilitarized
zone on the border of North and South Viet-
nam, just as the armistice talks during the
Korean war were held in the buffer zone
there.

“I don't wish to be too critical,” Mr. Ful-
bright told reporters. “The other side is being
difficult. But the war is costing so many
lives, it seems to me that we should not
quibble about a site for talks.”

Mr. Fulbright sald there were also a num-
ber of sites thus far unmentioned by either
side, such as Algiers, that might prove satis-
factory as a compromise,

Highly placed Administration sources re-
ported that senior military officials con-
tended that the delay over agreement on a
site for preliminary talks on Vietnam and re-
ports of heavy infiltration and southward
movement of North Vietnamese troops in-
dicated that “Hanol is not interested In
peace.”

This argument is reported to have been
advanced in recent days by the headquarters
of Adm. U.S. Grant Sharp, commander in
chief of Pacific forces, who has responsibility
for the air war against North Vietnam, It has
apparently been supported by the headquar-
ters of Gen. Willlam C. Westmoreland, the
American commander in Salgon.

There was no indication, however, that the
President was preparing to lift the restric-
tions he put in force on March 31.

High civilian officials, including Secretary
of Defense Clark M. Clifford, have asserted
that they are “not aware of any increase in
infiltration since the bombing restriction.”
Others have argued privately against lifting

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the restrictions prematurely while diplo-
matic maneuvers continue,

The White House answer to Indonesia was
in keeping with President Johnson's sugges-
tion Nov. 11 for a meeting with North Viet-
namese leaders on a “neutral ship on a neu-
tral sea.” He made the comment in a speech
aboard the carrier Enterprise.

HANOI ASSENT DOUBTED

United States officials privately acknowl-
edged they would be surprised if Hanol ac-
cepted the Indonesian proposal. They offered
no explanation of how it would meet Ameri-
can requirements for a site—adequate com-
munications and diplomatic facllities for
both sides and access for officials and press
representatives of allies in the Vietnam con-
fliet.

But the President, having been accused of
reneging on another pledge to go “any place,
any time" in search of peace, apparently de-
clded that he could not afford to rebuff the
Indonesian proposal in view of his remarks
last November.

Administration sources reported that the
field commands were contending that North
Vietnamese infiltration into the South in the
last two months, especially during April, had
reached a peak for the war, Some estimates
place the infiltration figure for April as high
as 20,000 men.

In addition, intelligence reports indicate
that the North Vietnamese Army has moved
sizable forces and supplies into the south-
ern regions of North Vietnam. This is said to
have occurred despite intensified American
air attacks in this region since March 31,
when President Johnson restricted all Viet-
nam to the panhandle region, south of the
20th Parallel.

Most recently Hanol has been replacing
heavy losses suffered during heavy fighting
late in January and early in February.

But some officials contend that the ene-
my's need for replacements has created an
unusual situation. They also suggest that
the President's requirement that Hanoi not
take advantage of a halt in bombing was in-
tended to cover only a total suspension,
rather than a partial one like the present
one.

“This business of infiltration is really not a
mathematical problem,” one official ex-
plained. “It's a political one for the Presi-
dent to decide—whether what Hanoi is doing
jeopardizes the peace effort or not.”

Becretary Clifford, who has emerged as the
President’s chief adviser on Vietnam poliey,
commented yesterday that he had not no-
ticed *“any particular increase” in combat
activity in South Vietnam since the restric-
tions went into effect March 31,

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 23, 1968]
Bic ENEMY BUILDUP REPORTED IN VIETNAM
(By Carroll Kilpatrick)

A large bulld-up of Communist forces in
South Vietnam is taking place despite con-
centrated American bombing attacks in the
invading contingents, high Administration
officials reported yetserday.

One official said that United States observ-
ers had never seen a heavier concentration of
truck traffic moving south from North Viet-
nam than in recent days.

The trucks are sald to be carrying men
and supplies. Some convoys are moving along
the Ho Chih Minh trail in Laos and others
are crossing the demilitarized zone that di-
vides the two Vietnams.

So intent have the northerners been on
moving forces south that some trucks have
been observed with lights on at night, mak-
ing them easy targets, it was said.

At the same time, the Vietcong reportedly
is stepping up its drive to recruit more men
in the south.

“There's a feverishness about the efforts
to push men and supplies and about the
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effort in the south to recruit more men,” an
official said.

There is no clear conviction here regarding
the intent of the Communists in building
their forces, which suffered heavy losses dur-
ing the Tet offensive in January-February
and the allied offensive against them that
followed.

Some officials believe that the Communist
build-up is to prevent demoralization of
Communist forces in the south while others
believe that the new forces are being pre-
pared for another offensive against the cities.

Still others believe that the bulld-up is
designed to strengthen the Communist hand
for any negotiations that may be undertaken
in the near future.

Officials here have heard the reports, cur-
rent the last few days in South Vietnam,
that another offensive against Saigon Iis
being planned. But there is doubt here as
there is among American officers in Salgon
that the enemy has the capability of launch-
ing a successful attack against the capital
now.

The allied offensive against the Commu-
nists, which began in late February, has in-
flicted heavy casualties on the enemy and
pushed him back in many areas.

In addition, the United States and South
Vietnamese defense of Khesanh has suc-
ceeded and the seige of the base has been
lifted, again with heavy casualties inflicted
on the Communists, officials claim.

As the North Vietnamese concentrated
their forces near Khesanh they became an
easy target for air attacks and for artillery
fire and suffered severe losses, reports
indicate.

The heavy American alr attacks reported
in the last few days have been aimed at the
invading convoys, officials sald.

There has been an especially heavy con-
centration of bombings in the southern pan-
handle of North Vietnam which is exempt
from President Johnson’s restrictions on at-
tacks in the north.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 17, 1968]
WiLr Hanor FoLLow OWN BOOK FOR
A VictoryY BEFORE TALKS?

(By Joseph Alsop)

DANANG, SouTH VierNaMm.—Here in the
headquarters of I Corps and all over South
Vietnam, U.S. and Allied commanders and
their analysts and operations officers are now
debating a rather simple question:

Will Hanoi follow its Own Book, which
calls for seeking “victory" at all costs, in the
sense of trying for a striking, psychologically
transforming success on the battlefield, be-
fore any serious negotiations can begin?

The question does not apply, of course, to
the stage of talks about talking. The Hanoi
bosses’ immediate aim is to see whether
President Johnson can be horn-swoggled into
abandoning the vital bombing of the North
Vietnamese Panhandle without an adequate
quid pro quo.

If the President and his intelligence ad-
visers want solid proof of the importance of
the northern bombing, they need only glance
at the ludicrously inadequate rate of enemy
artillery fire at Khesanh and along the DMZ
during January, February and March. The
artillery tubes were there. All the positions
along the DMZ from the crucial Cuaviet
River supply line westwards to Khesanh it-
self were, and are, exposed and vulnerable.

If the enemy could have maintained a
militarily normal rate of fire—say 7000 to
10,000 rounds a day instead of under 300 on
average—a success in the North might per-
haps have balanced the failure of the Tet of-
fensive. So the President and Gov. Averell
Harriman will make weak concessions on this
point at their own dire peril, not to mention
the peril of our men in the field.

Looking further ahead, the problem is quite
different. As indicated in a previous report
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in this space, the U.S. commanders intend
to follow the enemy's own program of “Fight-
ing While Negotiating.” This is all the more
important because of the numerous indica-
tions that the Hanol leaders are preparing
another go-for-broke effort like the Tet of-
fensive aimed to attailn a “victory” in the
special sense set forth above.

These indlcations are particularly strong
here in I Corps, above all in the two most
northerly provinces above the strategic Hai-
van Pass. The Ashau Valley has been trans-
formed into a major fortified area and stock-
age point for supply. Great numbers of North
Vietnamese engineers have been used to make
a truck road through the jungle, Route 547-A,
from the Ashau to the vicinity of Hue.

In the two northern provinces or on their
fringes, moreover, the enemy already has
four North Vietnamese regular divisions, plus
the equivalent in North Vietnamese inde-
pendent regiments of perhaps another divi-
sion and a half. He is further given the ulti-
mate capability of investing two additional
division-equivalents from the North Viet-
namese home army,

If he chooses, therefore, he can use these
additional division-equivalents to maintain
pressure on the DMZ. And he can slide South
toward Hue what remains of the two divisions
formerly employed at Khesanh,

He can then, in theory at least, mount an-
other attack on Hue in the strength of four
divisions—plus, while maintaining some
pressure in the rest of the two Province
areas, This could also be combined, again in
theory, with an attack on Kontum or Pleiku
by the regiments of the B-3 Front on the
Cambodian border, plus a desperation as-
sault on Saigon with all the remnants of
enemy strength in ITI Corps.

Yet the first question is whether the en-
emy is any longer realistically capable of
attempting this kind of sanguinary gamble
that his documents predict, despite all his
busy, quite visible preparations. In February,
he lost around 48,000 men in killed and crip-
plingly wounded; in March, his losses passed
22,000 men, although he was seeking to avoid
combat during most of the month; and in
the short first week of April, his losses to-
taled at least 5000 men. Multiply these fig-
ures by 10 to get the American equivalents
with our very different population base and
you will see how terrible the hemorrhage of
enemy losses has been.

In March, to be sure, Hanoi made a record
infiltration effort; but even if the number
of infiltrators is as high as 15,000, they will
barely pay the bill for the February losses
in I Corps alone,

No wonder, then, that there are reports
from all over South Vietnam of VC villages
being stripped of their guerrillas; of 12-year-
old boys beilng press-ganged; of VC women
cadre being armed, to flesh out the depleted
fighting units!

That is one-half of the coin. The other
half is the obvious fact that the Amerlican
and allied forces are not going to sit in pas-
sive quiet while the enemy preparations go
forward. There will be spoiling operations.
There will be major offensive efforts by our
slde. So one looks from the stern facts of the
enemy situation to the stern injunctions of
the enemy's book, and no final answer
emerges, either about the next round here,

or about the negotiating prospects in the
future.

[From the Washington Post, May 8, 1968]
NORTH VIETNAMESE INFILTRATION PuT AT
100,000 SiNcE TET
(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

More than 100,000 North Vietnamese
troops have been sent into South Vietnam
since the Tet offensive in January and infil-
tration during the first five days of May was
between 6500 and 7000 men, an Administra-
tion official said yesterday.

The figures, the highest yet made public,
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were given to the White House correspond-
ents of the Associated Press and United
Press International.

Both newsmen reported being told that
something will have to be done about the
massive movement South. The AP's Douglas
B. Cornell wrote that it was being suggested
that Gen, William C. Westmoreland and the
Administration “are going to have to decide
something quickly.”

The UPI's Merriman Smith wrote that “of-
ficials expressed the view that Westmoreland
could not be expected to continue much
longer in the face of continually increasing
buildup without demanding the right to
interdict the Red infiltration routes.”

At present infiltration routes are being
heavily bombed along the Ho Chi Minh trail
in Laos and in North Vietnam up to the 19th
parallel, The implication of the statement
yesterday was that bombing might be re-
sumed further North, a reversal of President
Johnson's March 31 limitation which led to
the impending Paris talks with North Viet-
nam.

It has been widely reported that the North
Vietnamese stepped up their infiltration after
the Tet offensive which began on Jan. 31.
But as late as last Wednesday Defense Secre-
tary Clark M. Clifford said that he was “not
aware of any increase in infiltration” since
Mr. Johnson's March 31 speech.

However, last Sunday, George W, Ball, the
new ambassador to the United Nations, said
that infiltration toward and into the South
had run between 80,000 and 100,000 in the
last four months, presumably January
through April, with April the highest month
on record.

The two newsmen yesterday were told the
April figure was 35,000 and that this was
gllmltllt 7,000 more than in March, the previous

gh,

The AP account said that “the whole situa-
tion poses what some officials consider to be
the gravest problem now confronting the
nation.”

The new figures presumably were discussed,
along with what should be done about it, at
the White House lunch attended yesterday
by the President, Clifford, Secretary of State
Dean Rusk, Gen. Earle C. Wheeler, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and CIA Direc-
tor Richard Helms.

The AP dispatch spoke of “possible retalia-
tory steps” while the UPI referred to possible
“difficult military decisions.”

Both newsmen wrote of concern that Hanoi
is showing no sign of military restraint on
the eve of the talks in Paris. It is widely be-
lieved in Washington, by sources other than
the one quoted by the wire services, that the
Communists hope to influence the Paris
talks by gains on the battlefield. The Amer-
ican hope likewise is to be in a strong position
by virtue of military successes.

Having finally almost reached the confer-
ence table, it would be difficult to resume full
bombing of the North, many officials here
feel. Some believe that step would lead
Hanol to break off the talks.

Thus it was uncertain whether yesterday's
release of figures, even though they can only
be approximate because of the difficulty in
estimating infiltration, was a psychological
warfare step to impress Hanol or to be the
forerunner of some new American military
move.

Meanwhile, the State Department released
the official list of American delegates to the
Paris talks, most of whom will fiy there
on Thursday. Led by Ambassador at Large
W. Averell Harriman, the group includes
Ambassador Cyrus R. Vance, Lt. Gen. An-
drew Goodpaster, due to be the number two
military commander in Vietnam next month,
Philip C. Hahib, a deputy assistant secre-
tary of state and former political officer in
the Saigon embassy, Willlam Jorden of the
White House staff who will handle press re-
lations, and Daniel I. Davidson, Harriman's
special assistant.
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[From the New York Times, Apr. 21, 1968]

Vierwam II: ViEw oN WAR—THE GENERALS
BraceE FOR NEW ATTACKS

SarconN, SourH VIiETNaM.—Wherever top-
ranking military officers gather in Saigon
these days you hear them mention “late
May or June." The words do not refer to the
opening of the summer season (Saigon is al-
ready sweltering) but to heat of a different
kind—the next major offensive by the enemy.

Increasingly, the United States command
is becoming convinced that the enemy is tak-
ing a massive time-out from battle to re-
build and resupply the units that were bat-
tered during the Tet offensive. They expect
him to be ready for another offensive by
late May, and they are expecting him to
launch it soon after.

“I don't think he'll wait much Ilonger
than June to attack,” one general reflected
last week. “He's got to attack then if he
wants to have any impact on the political
conventions back home and if he wants to
improve his bargaining position at the peace
talks.”

Few, if any, high-ranking officers expect
the current peace moves to lead to an im-
mediate cessation of the war. Again and
again they point out that in Korea the
hardest fighting came after peace talks
began. Thus, for the military command, the
question is not whether the enemy will
launch a new offensive, it is when.

To prevent the enemy from making exten-
sive preparations for an attack, allied forces
are moving steadily on the offensive—trying
to keep the enemy on the run, trying to
prevent him from stopping long enough to
rebuild and regroup.

MAJOR OPERATIONS

In recent weeks the allies have launched
major “search and destroy"” operations re-
peatedly—Operation “Complete Victory” in
the Salgon area, Operation Pegasus around
Khesanh, plus still other large operations
in the Mekong Delta and in the region
between Hue and the demilitarized =zone.
Field commanders say the enemy is falling
back in every area in accordance with his
traditional policy of fighting major battles
only on battlegrounds which he—and not
the allies—chooses.

The allies are also stepping up their air
attacks on North Vietnamese supply lines and
troop movements between the demilitarized
zone and the 20th Parallel and on suspected
enemy base areas throughout South Vietnam.
The 20th Parallel is the northern limit of
the bombing officially set by President John-
son, but most of the raids have been kept
below the 19th Parallel.

Since April, for example, eight-engined
B-52 bombers have struck 61 times in the
Aschau Valley, which is suspected of being
a Vietcong staging area for possible attacks
on Danang, South Vietnam's second largest
city, and on the ancient city of Hue. During
the raids the bombers dropped about 20 mil-
lion pounds of explosives.

EOMBING NOT REDUCED

It has also become clear that President
Johnson’s partial bombing pause has not re-
duced the amount of bombing in North Viet-
nam. It has simply diverted the bombing from
heavily populated areas to the sector be-
tween the demilitarized zone and the 198th
Parallel. Last Thursday American fighter-
bombers carried out 145 raids in the area
just north of the DMZ in the largest single-
day attack on North Vietnam this year.

Thus it is obvious that the new talk of
peace has not caused the allies to de-escalate
the war. And allled commanders say it is
equally obvious that North Vietnam and the
Vietcong are not relaxing.

“They're bringing troops and ammunition
into South Vietnam at the maximum rate,”
one general said. “They have to be preparing
for something. That's why we are keeping
after them."”
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Although the military command is con-
vinced the enemy will try another major of-
fensive, members of the command are not in
igreement on where the attack might come.

“The enemy is flexible at this point,” said
a high-ranking intelligence officer. ‘‘He could
bring tanks to bear on Giolinh and other
points along the eastern end of the demili-
tarized zone. He could attack at Danang or
Hue, or in the central highlands, or Saigon.”

GENE ROBERTS.

[From the Washington Sunday Star,
Apr. 14, 1968)
Hano1l BUuiLbuPs MAKE UNITED STATES WARY
OF PEACE TALKS

(By Carl T. Rowan)

The United State is moving into prelimi-
nary peace talks with North Vietnam with
some hope and considerable uneasiness.

The Johnson administration is literally
praying that the door has been opened to
honorable withdrawal from a war that has
bitterly divided the American people.

But there is growing uneasiness over the
following evidence that the Communists may
be suckering the U.S. into giving them a
needed breather:

1. Aerial photographs and other intelli-
gence reports indicate a sharp increase in the
infiltration of men and arms from North
Vietnam into the South since President
Johnson curbed bombing attacks on the
North.

2. In the last several days the Communists
have carried on a relentless recruiting drive
in the countryside of South Vietnam.

3. Communist military buildups are under
way in the western highlands, on the coast
near Danang and Quang Tri, and in areas
near Saigon. Some American analysts pre-
dict heavy Communist assaults in one or all
of these areas within the next two weeks.

Fear of heavy new Communist attacks is
based largely on the assumption that Hanoi
will attempt to use military forays to bolster
its bargaining position in any peace talks
that take place.

Gen. William Westmoreland reported to
President Johnson that the Communists have
been so ‘“clobbered” during the last three
months and have suffered such “fantastic™
;oeses that they must beef up their units

rst.

Westmoreland bolstered his contention that
the Communists are “hurting” militarily by
clting evidence gathered by Allied units mov-
ing in to relieve long-beleaguered Marines at
Khe Sanh.

Reports of mass Communist graves, and
stories told by Communist prisoners, are
cited as evidence that raids by huge B-52
bombers and other U.S. aircraft took an ex-
tremely heavy toll of the enemy.

This presumably is why the Communists
pulled back, making it relatively easy for the
allies to reinforce the Khe Sanh garrison.

Fearful of new Communist offensive, the
U.S. has made it clear that “two can play
that game” of fighting while talking.

We have also warned indirectly that efforts
to exploit the peace talk atmosphere by seek-
ing a military advantage could quickly end
the peace talks.

Some Americans believe that this argu-
ment will have some impact in Hanoi, for
they believe that Hanol wanted peace talks
badly enough to go against the gentle urging
of the Soviet Union and the strong warnings
of Red China,

The Soviets have given the impression that
they have pressured Hanol to be reasonable
and enter peace talks. American officials in-
sist that this is not so—that Russia adopted
what can at best be called a “hands-off”
policy.

Yet, these same Americans concede that
they only guess, surmise, speculate about
some of the diplomatic shenanigans going on
in the dark reaches of the Communist bloc.

The one thing they are sure of is that the
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next few weeks will constitute an extremely
delicate period for those seeking a peace-
ful resolution of the conflict in Southeast
Asia.

For if these talks collapse because of Com-
munist perfidy, the road back to the peace
table could be a rocky one, indeed.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in the
Washington Post’s Outlook section for
yesterday, May 12, there is published an
excellent article written by the distin-
guished and very knowledgeable colum-
nist, Joseph Alsop, entitled “Press Can’t
Win in Vietnam War."

Mr. Alsop, as a longtime journalist,
points out what should have been pointed
a long time ago, that some well-meaning
journalists have, in their writings and
editorials, brought about an impression
on the part of the general public that
the war in Vietnam cannot be won.

As Mr. Alsop is adept at doing, he has
dissected the arguments and rebutted
them, in my opinion, most forcefully. He
has pointed out that the war in Vietnam
can, indeed, be won.

Mr. President, in view of his knowl-
edge of Asia and his longtime experience
there, as well as his longtime record as
an outstanding American journalist, I
believe that his views merit the atten-
tion of those who read the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, and I ask unanimous consent to
have the article printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
|From the Washington Post, May 12, 1968]

PrEss CanN'T WinN 1w VIETNAM WAR
(By Joseph Alsop)

Because of the Vietnamese war, the Amer-
ican press and its allied media now appear to
be between a very rough rock and a very
hard place. For a newspaperman who re-
members with relish and some pride no less
than 36 years of active reporting, it is a
dreadful thing to have to say. Yet if we win
the war, as I still think we shall, both the
press and the allied media will certainly look
inconceivably foolish. And if we lose the war,
the press will just as certainly be blamed—
whenever the horrible ingquest begins that
will surely follow the first defeat in war in
American history.

There you have both rock and hard place,
simply and crudely defined. Both the hard
place and the rock result from the tone and
character of the reporting from Vietnam, of
the endless published analyses of Vietnam-
ese developments, and of the interminable
editorializing about the war, by all but a
minority of those engaged in these pursuits.
This does not mean for one moment that
the wvast majority of reporters, editorial
writers and the rest are not courageous, in-
dustrious and honorable men, who have
sought to tell the truth according to their
lights. But it does mean that for one reason
or another, to which I shall try to come
later, the part of the truth most of them
have told has conveyed an exceptionally mis-
leading picture of the whole truth.

The easiest way to gauge how totally mis-
leading that plcture has been is to glance at
the amazing letter that Arthur Schlesinger
Jr. published on March 22 in The Washing-
ton Post. The letter was a plea, no doubt
honestly anguished, for the immediate evac-
uation of Khesanh. Schlesinger began by
accusing Gen. Willilam C. Westmoreland of
“repeating the fatal error of the French (by
placing) a large body of troops out in the
hills where they can be surrcounded and cut
off.” This, exclalmed Schlesinger, “is pre-
cisely what we have succeeded in doing at
Khesanh. Today, 5,000 American soldiers are
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surrounded and cut off by 20,000 of the
enemy, every night creeping and burrowing
further in toward their target.”

DISMISSED WESTMORELAND

Putting on a borrowed Fleld Marshal's hat,
Schlesinger then explained that no “people
in their senses™ could possibly “suppose that
airpower will now ‘save’ Khesanh in case of
attack.” He contemptuously dismissed Gen-
eral Westmoreland as a “tragic and spectac-
ular failure,” He included the usual sneer at
President Johnson. And so he reached his
grand climax, as follows:

“Yes: airpower is one vital difference be-
tween Khesanh and Dienbienphu, For, if air-
power cannot save Khesanh, it may still save
the men in Khesanh. Let us (use alrpower
to evacuate Khesanh), before enemy anti-
aircraft batteries interdict our flights, be-
fore enemy mortars destroy our landing strip,
before enemy shock troops overrun the base.
Let us not sacrifice our brave men to the
folly of generals and the obstinacy of Presi-
dents.”

In short, Schlesinger was firmly convinced,
as late as March 22, that Khesanh and its
defenders were sure to be overrun. If his
conviction had not been absolute, he would
hardly have risked writing such a letter,
which he can hardly look back upon today
without novel self-doubts. But—and here is
the rub—much of the American press and
most of the allied media need only read the
Schlesinger letter to see themselves, as in a
mirror. He was perhaps overeager to believe
the worst, and he seems to have taken very
poor military advice. But he was above all
misled by his informants; and his chief in-
formants, one may be sure, were the front
pages and the television shows. “The agony
of Ehesanh" was one of the current phrases,
and others might be cited.

TEDIOUS BATTLE

What, then, was it really like, and what
actually happened? To begin with, Khesanh
was no more agonizing, though it was a
damned sight more tedious and long drawn
out, than any other combat experience. We
had four battalions in Khesanh—the 26th
Marine regiment plus a battalion of the 9th
Marines—and the South Vietnamese, of whom
Schlesinger appears not to have heard, had
the equivalent of two battalions. Like any
battle, Ehesanh produced its honored dead,
for that, alas, is what battles always do. But
between the beginning and the end of the
slege, the American units at Khesanh actu-
ally lost, in killed, not many more than 200
men, whereas a single battallon of Marines
lost 70 killed—about one third of the com-
parable losses of four battalions at Khe-
sanh—in the recent hard and heroic fight for
Daldo, which lasted only a few days.

At Khesanh, again, the American casual-
ties mainly resulted from enemy artillery and
mortar fire, rather regularly described as “in-
fernos of incoming.” And this was a falrly
curious phrase for an enemy rate of fire
that averaged only 192 artillery and mortar
rounds per day throughout the siege. When
I was there for a bit more than a day, for
instance, the Khesanh base took 154 incom-
ing rounds. That was a bit below average, but
it is still worth noting that except for four
badly misaimed rounds fired at the landing
zone when I was walting for a departing
helicopter, I actually heard a grand total of
three incoming rounds. And despite other in-
firmities, I am not yet deaf, and the tough
and able Khesanh commander, Colonel David
Lownds, kindly allowed me to accompany him
on a long tour on foot around the whole big
base, with the exception of South Vietnamese
positions and the hill-outposts held by our
Marines beyond the perimeter.

FAILURE OF GIAP

The truth is, indeed, that one of the ma-
jor but untold stories of Khesanh was the as-
tonishing failure of General Vo Nguyen
Giap’s logistical planning for his artillery.
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Besides mortars, Giap had caused to be em-
placed, with infinite labor, a minimum of
210 artillery tubes—some estimates go as
high as 370 tubes—on a long arc from Co
Roc in Laos, along the DMZ, to Cap Muy Le
on the coast, Giap had the guns, in short;
but at Khesanh and along the DMZ his
really ludicrous average rate of artillery
fire, again excluding mortars, was less than
one round per gun per day in the period of
the slege.

Nor is that the end of the story, by any
means. On March 21, the day before Schle-
singer published his letter the last of the
serlous assaults on Khesanh was attempted.
It falled in a most sanguinary fashion be-
cause of our Marines’ courage and the ter-
rible power of our air and artillery. There
were either three, or four, or five such at-
tempts in the course of the slege—the num-
ber is disputed among the Marines them-
selves—and all failed in the same manner.

The failure of the last assault, so beauti-
fully coordinated with the Schlesinger letter
about Khesanh being “over-run,” seems to
have been the signal for the withdrawal
into Laos of one of the two besieging North
Vietnamese divisions, the 325C. This was,
in fact, the beginning of the end of Giap's
ambitious plan. Despite the inability of
“people in their senses” to imagine any-
thing of the sort, air power was already start-
ing to break the Khesanh siege when Schle-
singer wrote his letter; for it was the air that
hurt the enemy most cruelly and forced the
325C to withdraw to lick its wounds. The
situation of the beslegers at that time can
be gauged from one of the pitiful little
diaries that the North Vietnamese troops
quite often keep. The diary, of a private
named Vu Xuan Mau, was picked up out-
side the Khesanh perimeter after the slege
was formally and finally broken in the first
days of April. Mau's last entry was: “At
Khesanh on March 23, a day full of bitter
hardships and bloodshed.”

MASS' BURIALS DISCOVERED

The agony of Khesanh was in reality ex-
perienced, not by our brave, hardy but rela-
tively fortunate men in the combat base,
but by the unhappy wretches like Private
Mau. They were condemned to endure close
on three months of incessant and terrible
B-52 strikes, plus other air attacks, plus the
kind of artillery fire that is maintained by
U.S. guns with full logistical support. And
what they endured took a fearful toll.

When the 1st Battalion of the 9th Marines
moved out from the perimeter on April 4,
prisoners of war immediately began to be
taken, documents far more important than
poor Mau's diary began to be found, and
mass burials began to be discovered. The
most careful analysis of all the resulting
data has now revealed that the two enemy
divisions at Khesanh, the 325C and the un-
fortunate 304th, which had to hang on to
the end, almost certainly lost a total of about
10,000 men in the course of the siege. And
in the grim mathematics of war, an exchange
of 200-plus Americans (and a proportional
number of South Vietnamese) against 10,000
North Vietnamese regulars, is the very oppo-
site a “tragic and spectacular failure.”

Once again, moreover, that is by no means
the end of the story. Unless General Vo
Nguyen Giap is stark, staring mad, the slege
of Khesanh was unguestionably no more
than one part of a much larger, more am-
bitious military plan, the Tet offensive. And
we should give thanks on bended knee that
General Giap saw fit to tie up two of his
divisions at Khesanh as part of his Tet plan.
In the entire morass of nonsense published
about Tet, very little Indeed has been said
about the one really dangerous situation that
the offensive temporarily produced.

This was in the two most northerly prov-
inces of South Vietnam. Here much was
written about the long, rough battle for Hue;
but almost no attention was given to the
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disturbingly precarious supply situation
caused by bad weather, the weight and per-
sistence of the enemy attack, and the re-
sulting breaks in all the usual supply lines,
The position might well have become really
unmanageable—the two most Northerly
provinces might even have been partly over-
whelmed—Iif Giap had massively increased
the welght of his attack in the two-province
area, by using the two divisions that were
fruitlessly tled up at Ehesanh.

TOO LITTLE, TOO LATE

He saw his error soon when the Hué fight-
ing began. He took two battalions aplece
from the two divisions at Khesanh, and he
marched them south to aid his troops at Hué;
but this was too little and too late. Whereas if
General Westmoreland had not committed
that “tragic and spectacular” error of re-
fusing to abandan EKhesanh, two additional
North Vietnamese divisions would have been
freed, pre-Tet, for other uses in the two
Northern provinces; and if that had hap-
pened, the consequences would surely have
been grave.

Compare, then, these hard facts concerning
Khesanh and the fighting there with the ple-
ture of Khesanh conveyed by Arthur Schle-
singer, who is, after all, an exceedingly in-
telligent albeit a violently partisan man. Re-
member, too, that this disparity between the
reality in Vietnam and the picture glven to
the folks back home has been a standard
phenomenon throughout much of the war,
Countless examples might be cited, but one
more must suffice. The most instructive,
probably, is the constant denigration of
ARVN that was a pre-Tet fashion in large
sectors of the American press. This even
earned a mention in dispatches by General
Westmoreland for the newspaper that claims
preeminence and one of the leading agency
reporters in Vietnam.

In a message to the Defense Department,
General Westmoreland addressed himself to
one of the real puzzles of the Tet offensive:
how on earth General Glap could have based
his whole plan on the stated expectation of
a “general uprising” by the urban popula-
tion and of widespread defections among
the ARVN units. On the second point, Gen-
eral Westmoreland noted that Giap had
demonstrably been lled to, on an enormous
scale, by the special “troop proselytizing”
apparatus of the VC. But he added that he
could hardly blame General Glap for being
decelved, since the lies of the VC “troop pro-
selytizing' apparatus had appeared to be so
largely confirmed by the great American news-
paper and the famous press association men-
tioned above. With mild irony, he concluded
that these latter must now appear in Hanoi
as important participants in a big American
deception-plan—for there were no defec-
tlons anywhere, and almost all the ARVN
units, though understrength because of the
national holiday, fought very well indeed at
Tet.

R. F. K. SPEECH BRINGS ANGER

Meanwhile, however, the denigration of
ARVN had already fed back into the Amer-
ican political scene. In a Senate speech, for
instance, Sen. Robert F. Kennedy described
the South Vietnamese troops as “skulking
and malingering” while our Marines carried
the burden of the battle for Hue. The news
of the Senator's speech reached Vietnam
while I was in I Corps, and I have rarely seen
angrier men than the Marine officers who had
fought in Hue along with South Vietnamese.
Nor was this surprising. In their impact on
an obstinate enemy, and in the sacrifices they
made themselves, the South Vietnamese in
the Hué battle performed almost identically
with our own Marines.

They had, for example, 7704 men engaged
and they took 2134 casualties, suffering losses
almost exactly proportional to our losses
which were happily quite substantially small-
er, since we had substantially fewer men
engaged.
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Furthermore, the South Vietnamese in
Hué were fighting under heavy handicaps,
as compared with our men. They almost
wholly lacked the tanks and other big weap-
ons that gave our units much greater or-
ganic firepower. Their arrangements for re-
placements were much more primitive than
ours; and after the first days of sharp con-
tact, not a few ARVN battalions had to fight
on, and did fight on, after they had been
reduced to 200 men or less. Furthermore,
they were frequently called upon to attack,
and regularly did attack, when they had to
traverse over a hundred yards of the ene-
my's fleld of fire before they could bring
their own weapons to bear.

That highlights another point of great
significance, that was wholly omitted from
the pre-Tet denigrations of ARVN. Briefly,
General Westmoreland saw trouble ahead,
and asked for M-16 rifies and other improved
equipment for ARVN as long ago as 1965. For
budgetary reasons, apparently, action on
Westmoreland's request was long deferred by
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara.
Thus, on the one hand, the ARVN units have
always been immeasurably weaker than our
units, in organic firepower, in all sorts of
back-up resources, and above all, in mobil-
ity—and they will still be much weaker,
despite the M-16 rifles that are now being
provided at long last. And on the other
hand, there was a long period when the
ARVN units even had substantially less fire-
power than the newly re-equipped VC and
North Vietnamese units.

KOREAN STORY AGAIN

Here we have the story of Korea all over
again; for the Korean divisions were also
denigraded during much of the Korean war,
whereas their main weakness arose from the
simple fact that they had been grossly under-
armed by their American suppliers. This does
not mean, to be sure, that ARVN has ever
been an ideal army, or that better weapons
and more mobility will automatically make
ARVN into an ideal army. When President
Johnson finally intervened in earnest in Viet-
nam, ARVN was already a defeated army, and
every ARVN officer knew as much. It takes
some time to bring back a defeated army to
a state of self confident proficiency. It takes
even more time, too, to implant a fully mod-
ern military system in a traditional Asian
society; and this process was not really com-
pleted in Korea until President Chung Hee
Park finally came to power. Patience is al-
ways needed in such matters. But instead of
patience we have too often had the kind of
shameful injustice Senator Kennedy was led
to commit.

When I ask myself why Sen. Kennedy and
50 many others have been so regularly mis-
led on so many key points concerning the
war, I confess to a certain bewilderment.
The fashions of the moment certainly have
much to do with it. What has happened in
Vietnam in this war resembles, on a vastly
larger scale, what happened in the press
hostel in Chungking in the war years in
China. The fashion then was to make heroes
of those virtuous agrarian reformers, Mao
Tse-tung and his bloody-minded friends; and
just about the only American reporter to
avold making an ass of himself by refusing to
follow the fashion was Arch Steele of the
old “Herald Tribune." Then too, in the Diem
years in Vietnam, certaln newspapers ac-
quired what can only be called a vested in-
terest in disaster; and since these were the
Salgon bureaus with the greatest continuity,
they had great leverage with later-comers.
Then again, among younger newspapermen
particularly, there is a strange new theory
that all American officials and most Ameri-
can military officers are joined together in
vast conspiracy to gull the home folks, which
it is the reporter's duty to attack and expose,
as though he were attacking and exposing
corruption in City Hall. It seems an odd ap-
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proach to an American war, but it is certainly
there.
NOT A HOPELESS WAR

This does not mean for one moment that
the pessimists have always been wrong, or
that the minority of optimists have always
been right. As I look back over my own
coverage of the war, I think I have been
broadly right about the war's larger pat-
terns, both when I was very much more
gloomy than any of my colleagues in the year
prior to the American intervention, and
after the intervention when I have been
more hopeful than most, On the other hand,
although I think I got the patterns right,
I am well aware that I have sometimes been
over-optimistic about the war’'s timeframes—
in part, as over-reaction to the sort of stuff
that was so widely written about Khesanh.
Yet the fact remains that this has never
been, and it is not now a hopeless and un-
ending war; and conveyilng just this im-
pression has been the main thrust of far too
much of the reporting, analyzing and
editorializing.

So we get back to that rock and that hard
place. Concerning the hard place, it must
first of all be remembered that the Hanoi
war-leaders’ aim has always been to win the
war in Washington, by the impact in Amer-
ica of their seeming success in Vietnam, just
as the Viet Minh won the French war in
Paris rather than at Dienbienphu. Here it
is worth noting that the official Hungarian
Communist newspaper sometime ago pub-
lished extracts from a strikingly interesting
lecture on Dienbienphu, given by General Vo
Nguyen Gilap during a visit to Hanol by
Hungarian Foreign Minister Endre Sik.

“The battle of Dienbienphu,” Giap was
quoted as saying, “was essentially the last
desperate exertion of the Viet Minh . .., Had
we not been victorious there . . . our armed
forces were on the verge of complete ex-
haustion . . . We had to put everything on
one card.” There are many reasons for believ-
ing, and Douglas Pike and all the other
truly informed analysts in fact believe, that
the motives for the Tet offensive were that
Hanol was In serious danger of losing the
war of attrition, and therefore “had to put
everything on one card.” A major publication
that at first reported the Tet offensive in
the most lurid and gloomy terms, more re-
cently came round to the view that Tet was a
military defeat but a "psychological” success
for the enemy. Yet if Tet was a “psycholog-
ieal” success, this was almost solely be-
cause the offensive’s military motives, its
true military results and most of its local
effects were in the main painted in colors
in America that had few recognizable links
with the basic realities in Vietnam.

TO DESPERATE LENGTHS

That was the reason, of course, why Tet
was so profound a shock to American opin-
ion. Having put so much “on one card” at
Tet, the Hanol war planners are plainly go-
ing to the most desperate lengths, in order to
try the same thing all over again. What the
outcome will be, and above all, how it will
be represented here at home, none can fore-
tell. What the Hanol war leaders will do if
their next attempt fails or is aborted, also
cannot be foretold precisely—although it is
clear that they will then be in very bad
trouble in South Vietnam.

Again, one cannot foretell with precision
the effect of the talks, the partial bombing
halt, and any future extension of the bomb-
ing halt, either in time or in area—but it
is clear that the Hanol war leaders are al-
ready beginning to exploit to the full the
reduction of pressure, the release of re-
sources by the partial bombing halt and the
general easing of their situation that these
factors have produced. Unless the President
is very firm and very clear-minded, all this
may perhaps produce exceedingly worrying
consequences on the battlefield, at any rate
for a certain period.
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The main thing is that the war-situation
has at length begun to have a strongly cli-
matic smell. Hence, if the American people
have the sturdiness and resolution not to
imitate the French, an acceptable end of the
war should therefore come into sight even-
tually, whether at the negotiating table or
in other ways. Meanwhile the trouble is that
a near-French mood, God save the mark,
has been created in many quarters in Amer-
ica. But if this mood leads to final defeat,
and there is a subsequent inquest—as there
will surely be—the inquest cannot take the
form it did last time. There will be no un-
lucky foreign service officers to serve as con-
venient victims, although they had far less
influence on events and displayed consider-
ably better judgment than most of the
denizens of the Chungking press hostel. In
the next round (which Heaven forfend), the
press and the allied media can hardly avoid
being front and center. And if there is a
next round, the American people's notable
distaste for defeat in any form will probably
insure even more injustice and ugliness than
we experienced in the last round.

So I can only hope that instead of the
hard place we get the rock—which means
a great many people looking idiotically silly
because we have finally won the war they
sald could not be won.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Foreign Relations be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The PRESIDING OFFICER an-
nounced that on today, May 13, 1968,
the Vice President signed the following
enrolled bills and joint resolutions,
which had previously been signed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives:

S. 391. An act to amend the act of March 1,
1933 (47 Stat. 1418), entitled “An act to per-
manently set aside certain lands in Utah as
an addition to the Navajo Indian Reservation,
and for other purposes”;

8. 528. An act to place in trust certain lands
on the Wind River Indian Reservation in
Wyoming;

S. 048. An act for the relief of Seaman
Eugene Markovitz, U.S. Navy;

S. 1147. An act for the rellef of Mariana
Mantzios;

S. 1173, An act to convey certain federally
owned lands to the Cheyenne and Arapaho
Tribes of Oklahoma,;

8.1180. An act for the relief of Ana Ja-
calne;

8. 1395. An act for the relief of Dr. Bran-
dia Don (nee Praschnik);

S. 1406. An act for the relief of Dr. Jorge
Mestas;

8. 1483. An act for the relief of Dr. Pedro
Lopez Garcia;

S. 1490. An act for the rellef of Yang Ok
Yoo (Maria Margurita);

S. 1828, An act for the relief of Susan Eliz-
abeth (Cho) Long;

S. 1829, An act for the relief of Lisa Marie
(Eim) Long;

S. 1918. An act for the rellef of Dr. Gabriel
Gomez del Rio;

S. 1946, An act to amend the repayment
contract with the Foss Reservoir Conservancy
District, and for other purposes;

S.1968. An act for the rellef of Dr. Jose
Ernesto Garcla y Tojar;
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5. 2005. An act for the relief of Dr. Anacleto
C. Fernandez;
S.2022. An act for the relief of Dr. Mario

Jose Remirez DeEstenoz,;

S.2023. An act for the relief of Virgilio A.
Arango, M.D.;

8. 2078. An act for the relief of Dr. Alberto
De Jongh;

8. 2132, An act for the rellef of Dr. Robert
L. Cespedes;

S.2139. An act for the rellef of Dr. Angel
Trejo Padron;

S.2149. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose J.
Guljarro;

S. 2176. An act for the relief of Dr. Edgar
Reinaldo Nunez Baez;

S.2193. An act for the relief of Dr. Alfredo
Jesus Gonzalez;

S. 2256. An act for the relief of Dr, Mar-
garita Lorigados;

S.2285, An act for the rellef of Gordon
Shih Gum Lee;

8.2301. An act for the relief of Dr. Fran-
cisco Guillermo Gomez-Inguanzo;

S. 2381. An act for the relief of Dr. Jesus
Adalberto Quevedo-Avila;

S.2403. An act for the relief of Dr. Teo-
baldo Cuervo-Castillo;

5. 2404. An act for the relief of Dr. Heri-
berto Jose Hernandez-Suareg;

S. 2489. An act for the rellef of Dr. Jesus
Jose Eduardo Garcia;

S. 2531. An act to designate the San Ga-
briel Wilderness Angeles National Forest, in
the State of California;

HR. 14681. An act to declare a portion of
Boston Inner Harbor and Fort Point Channel
nonnavigable;

S.J. Res. 120. Joint resolution to authorize
the Secretary of Transportation to conduct
a comprehensive study and investigation of
the existing compensation system for motor
vehicle accident losses, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.J. Res. 1234, Joint resolution to provide
for the issuance of a gold medal to the widow
of the late Walt Disney and for the issuance
of bronze medals to the California Institute
of the Arts in recognition of the distinguished
public service and the outstanding contri-
butions of Walt Disney to the United States
and to the world.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
May 10, 1968, the President had approved
and signed the act (S. 1909) to pro-
vide for the striking of medals in com-
memoration of the 100th anniversary of
the completion of the first transcon-
tinental railroad.

REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF
HIGHWAY SAFETY ACT OF 1966—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
(H. DOC. NO. 311)

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Public
Works:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit the first an-
nual report on the administration of the
Highway Safety Act of 1966.

Each year, more than 50,000 Americans
die on our highways. Millions more are
injured. Billions of dollars are lost by
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death, disability, and protracted stays
in hospitals.

This report, which covers the period
from September 9, 1966, to December 31,
1967, shows that we have begun to take
effective action to stem this terrible tide.

During this period

—We established a National Highway

Safety Bureau.

—We issued highway safety standards.

—All 50 States received Federal grants-

in-aid to help them and local com-

munities to improve their highway
safety programs.

—A broad research program has be-

gun, which will provide sound guide-

lines for future safety standards.

The fight to stop the slaughter on our
highways will be long and hard. I hope
the Congress will be encouraged by this
report to continue its strong support of
these vital programs.

LyNpON B. JOHNSON.

TaE WHITE HOUSE, May 13, 1968.

REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF
THE NATIONAL TRAFFIC AND
MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY ACT OF
1966—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT (H. DOC. NO. 310)

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce:

To the Congress of the United States:

This year, we can expect 53,000 Ameri-
cans to die on our Nation’s highways.

We can expect almost 4 million Ameri-
cans to be injured in automobile acci-
dents—nearly 10,000 people hurt every
day.

We can expect automobile fatalities
to be the largest cause of death in the
15 to 35 age group.

Year after year, those expectations
become gruesome reality.

In 1966, we took our first major step
to combat this shameful waste. And now
I am pleased to transmit to the Congress
the first annual report of the National
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of
1966.

This report covers the period between
September 9, 1966, and December 31,
1967, and I believe it shows a promising
beginning.

During this period

—Two hundred safety-related recall
campaigns were conducted by the
motor vehicle industry.

—The first Federal motor vehicle
standards in history were issued
and are already in application on
all cars manufactured after Janu-
ary 1 of this year.

—Additional standards were issued for
vehicles manufactured after Janu-
ary 1, 1969.

—A sound research program has been
begun, to provide a firm basis for
future safety standards for vehicles
and for State safety programs.

Our efforts are beginning to tell: the
rate of increase of traffic deaths has
slowed somewhat. Still, the destruction
wrought by Americans on themselves,
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their fellow citizens, and their property
is of tragic proportions.

I hope that this report will encourage
the Congress to continue its support for
these programs, and I commend it to
your attention.

LyNpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE HousE, May 13, 1968.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H.R. 16911) to provide
for U.S. participation in the facility based
on special drawing rights in the In-
ternational Monetary Fund, and for
other purposes, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills; and they were
signed by the Vice President:

S. 1119. An act to grant minerals, including
oil and gas, on certaln lands in the Crow
Indian Reservation, Montana, to certain In-
dians, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 14940. An act to amend the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act, as amended,
in order to extend the authorization for ap-
propriations.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 16911) to provide for
U.S. participation in the facility based
on Special Drawing Rights in the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, and for other
purposes, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

REPORT OF U.S. INFORMATION
AGENCY

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Direc-
tor, U.S. Information Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report of the
Agency for the fiscal year 1967, which,
with an accompanying report, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. CANNON, irom the Committee on
Rules and Administration, with amendments:

S. Res. 13, A resolution to amend rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate (Rept.
No. 1116).

By Mr. LAUSCHE, from the Committee on
Commerce, with an amendment:

S.758. A bill to amend the Interstate Com-
merce Act to enable the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to utilize its employees
more effectively and to improve administra-
tive efliciency (Rept. No. 1117).

REPORT ENTITLED “LOG-EXPORT-
ING PROBLEMS"—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 1118)

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, for the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Retailing, Distribution, and
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Marketing Practices of the Select Com-
mittee on Small Business [Mr. Mogrsel,
I submit a report entitled “Log-Export-
ing Problems,” and ask that it be
printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be received and printed, as re-
quested by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr, GRUENING:

S.3475. A bill for the relief of Sul King
Yu, Kam Woon Leung, Yan Wo Lam; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRUENING (for himself and
Mr. YARBOROUGH) :

5.3476. A bill to amend section 1677 of
title 38, United States Code, in order to re-
quire that the educational assistance al-
lowance for flight training be paid on a
monthly rather than quarterly basis; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

(Bee the remarks of Mr. GRUENING When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. GRUENING (for himself, Mr.
YARBOROUGH, Mr. Hart, Mr. EEN-
NEpY of New York, and Mr. Hat-
FIELD) :

B.3477. A bill to amend chapter 34 of title
38, United States Code, in order to authorize
educational assistance loans to veterans to
supplement educational assistance allow-
ances paid to such veterans under such
chapter, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. GRUENING When he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. McGOVERN :

5.3478. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose C.
Michieli; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia:

S.3479. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1964, as amended; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. TOWER:

5.3480. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to include the sintering
and burning of clay, shale and slate used as
lightwelght aggregates as a treatment proc-
ess considered as mining; to the Committee
on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. Tower when he
introduced the above bill, which appears
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself and Mr.
MONRONEY) :

S.3481. A bill to further extend the period
of restrictions on lands of the Quapaw In-
dians, Oklahoma, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. Harris when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr, TOWER:

S.3482. A bill to provide financial assist-
ance to certain local governments; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. ToweEr when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr.
BAKER, Mr. CurTis, Mr, DIRKSEN, Mr.
EAsTLAND, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. HATFIELD,
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. HoLLanD, Mr.
Hrusxa, Mr. JorpAn of Idaho, Mr.
MurpPHY, Mr. TOWER, Mr. THURMOND,
Mr. WiLriams of Delaware, and Mr.
Youna of North Dakota) :

S.3483. A bill to protect the freedom of
choice of Federal employees in employee-
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management relations; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

(See the remarks of Mr, BENNETT when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. BROOKE:

5.3484. A bill for the relief of the New
Bedford Storage Warehouse Co.; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8. 3476—INTRODUCTION OF BILL
REQUIRING FLIGHT TRAINING
PAYMENTS TO BE PAID TO VET-
ERANS MONTHLY

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, as we
all know, bills normally fall due and are
normally paid once each month, a fact
which has almost become a character-
istic and tradition of our American so-
ciety. Notwithstanding this tradition an
unintended impasse has been brought to
my attention by the Aero Tech Flight
School in Anchorage, with respect to the
implementation of section 1677, the flight
{.)Iisﬁining provision of the cold war GI

This section currently provides that
the veteran cannot receive payment for
the flight training he has received in con-
junetion with this bill until 90 days after
he has completed the training. This
places the veteran in a particularly dif-
ficult position, for, with the tightness of
the financial situation these days, many
veterans are unable to obtain loans to
cover their expenses until they receive
payment from the Veterans' Administra-
tion. Many of the flight schools are fre-
quently unwilling to extend credit to
these veterans because it would often in-
volve thousands of dollars. This situation
is also inequitable for the veteran who is
pursuing flight training as a career vis-
a-vis those who are pursuing a college
degree. The latter receive their payments
monthly from the Veterans’ Administra-
tion and do not have to meet such large
financial obligations over a short period,
as do those who are taking flight train-
ing.

Since the whole intent of the cold war
GI bill is to aid, and not hinder, vet-
erans in the pursuance of their career
objectives, I am today introducing on
behalf of myself and the senior Senator
from Texas [Mr YARBOROUGH] an
amendment to section 1677, which will
require that the payments for educa-
tional assistance for flight training be
paid on a monthly, rather than on a
quarterly basis. I urge speedy consid-
eration of this measure by both the
committee to which it is assigned and
by the Congress, in order that we may
have a GI bill which is just and equitable
for all veterans, and which will demon-
strate the Federal Government's desire
to aid veterans in the pursuance of their
chosen careers.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the bill be printed at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 3476) to amend section
1677 of title 38, United States Code, in
order to require that the educational
assistance allowance for flight training
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be paid on a monthly rather than quar-
terly basis, introduced by Mr. GRUEN-
NG, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 3476

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the sec-
ond sentence of section 1677 of title 38,
United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows: “Such allowance shall be paid month-
ly upon receipt of a certification from the
eligible veteran and the institution as to the
actual flight training received by, and the
cost thereof to, the veteran during such
month."”

Sgc. 2. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall become effective on
the first day of the second calendar month
following the month in which this Act is
enacted,

S. 34TT—INTRODUCTION OF BILL AU-
THORIZING EDUCATIONAL AS-
SISTANCE LOANS TO VETERANS
TO FINANCE EDUCATION UNDER
COLD WAR GI BILL

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, our
veterans are facing a financial crisis of
vast proportions because adequate funds
are not available to them for financing
their education. Accordingly, I am today
introducing a bill fo amend chapter 34
of title 38 of the United States Code, to
increase veterans’ benefits by authorizing
educational assistance loans to veterans
to supplement educational assistance
allowances paid to such veterans under
the cold war GI bill.

I am introducing this bill on behalf of
myself and the senior Senator from Texas
[Mr. YareorouGH], the senior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. Harrl, the junior
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
and the junior Senator from Oregon
[Mr, HATFIELD].

Throughout history, increasing empha-
sis has been placed on the growing de-
mands of society for an adequately pre-
pared working force, a force which—in an
ever-growing industrial society—can only
be supplied by the willingness and com-
mitment by that society to educate its
people. Paradoxically, as the need for
this commitment has been recognized
and accepted, the costs of obtaining the
required education has risen at a rapid
inflationary rate.

We have now reached the edge of a
crisis where, unless funds are made
available to the aqualified students, we
shall soon find ourselves in a position
where only the wealthy will be able to
afford to send their sons and daughters
to school, and our society will be denied
the well-trained working force that is
required for its continuing progress.
Stati: {ics prepared by the U.S. Office of
Education furnish ample and cogent
proof of this impending crisis.

The Office of Education recently con-
cluded a study showing the estimated
average costs charged to a full-time stu-
dent to attend either a publicly or pri-
vately funded institution. The study has
been broken down to show these costs
for both 2- and 4-year institutions, and
the figures have been combined to form
an average cost. The statistics cover
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the period from 1956 to the present, and
also project estimated costs up to, and
ineluding, 1977. These statistics are based
on data gathered from the published
charges of the institutions studied, and
the figures have been adjusted to con-
stant 1966-67 dollars.

The statistics furnished in this report
show that college expenses have been
truly soaring at an astronomical rate.
Considering that we have a population
explosion when the birth rate climbs to
3 percent per year, one can only con-
clude that we are experiencing a near-
voleanic eruption in academic costs,
which are rising at the astounding rate
of 4.5 percent per year for nonpublic in-
stitutions, according to figures furnished
by the Office of Education, from $874 per
year in 1956-57 to $2,748 per year in
1976-71.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
documenting these increases be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

A COMPARISON OF INCREASED EDUCATIONAL COSTS1

Period Tuition Board Room Total
$206 $482 $186 $874
700 526 260 1,486
268 458 308 1,034
1,240 515 370 2,125
| TR 329 458 424 1,211
Nonpublic....... 1,757 515 476 2,748

PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN COSTS FOR PERIOD SHOWN

1956-67:
Publie........- 30 -5 66 20
Nor%uh[u: ______ 77 -2 43 47
1956-77:
Public..--... 60 =5 128 38
Nonpublic....._ 150 -2 83 90

1 Statistics supplied by the U.S. Office of Education.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
percentage of inflation shown is approxi-
mate, and was not determined on the
separate bases of 2- and 4-year institu-
tions, but on the basis of the aggregate
of the two. I ask unanimous consent
that the complete table of statistics fur-
nished by the Office of Education be
printed at the conclusion of my remarks
as exhibit A.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. GRUENING. These figures point
up the urgency of correcting the financial
crisis in which our educational system
today finds itself. They demonstrate that,
unless we immediately confront the prob-
lem with corrective, and not stopgap,
measures, we shall soon find our coun-
try in an untenable situation, correctable
only by massive and direct action.

We still have time to meet the prob-
lem in its developing stages if we choose
to act.

We cannot allow ourselves to be forced
into an educational morass, as we have
become absorbed in the morass of Viet-
nam and civil unrest, where only huge
Federal expenditures running into bil-
lions of dollars can meet the need, and
when only the prevalence of forces and
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civil disorder awaken us to the urgency
of the problem. To date, we have been
more than reluctant to act, we have been
intransigent. We have not been willing to
commit resources to the fundamental
problems of our domestic society when
it was clear that we should have acted.

On April 2, 1968, my distinguished
colleague, the knowledgeable and able
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoORSE],
placed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD an
article outlining the recommendations
made on education by the National As-
sociation of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges and the American Asso-
ciation of State Colleges and Universities.
As chairman of the Education Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, Senator Morsg is par-
ticularly concerned about educational
matters and the recommendations con-
firm the crisis in which we today find
ourselves, The statement emphasizing the
need for immediate action is particular-
ly forceful. It says:

Our social and technological development
has steadily reduced the necessity for ex-
pending human resources on routine work
and created an almost unlimited demand for
tralned intelligence and disciplined, inquir-
ing minds.

The potential of the university as a re-
source in solving the problems of our society
has been dramatically proven. Federally sup-
ported university research and extension work
in agriculture provide a great example to
America and the world of what the marriage
of the advancement of knowledge and its
application in the lives of the people can do.
Similar advances can be cited in other areas.
Demands for speeding cultural and industrial
advance and for solving the problems of our
cities and of the distressed and disposed
whose manual skills are no longer needed in
our rural areas are clear and insistent, . . .

Federal aid designed to help the econom-
ically deprived gain access to college has,
ironically as it may seem, actually reduced
the capacity of our colleges and universities
to educate these same young people by draw-
ing resources from their instructional budgets
to administer and match Federal student-aid
programs. Programs in support or research,
productive and essential as they have been
and are, have, because of their project and
mission orientation and cost-participation
requirements, served to some extent to draw
resources and emphasis away from under-
graduate education, rather than to comple-
ment and strengthen it as they should.

Measures designed to conserve the oper-
ating resources of colleges and universities
and to enable them to hold down their
charges to students while continuing to pro-
vide quality education for greater numbers—
such as the academic facilities grant and
loan programs and the college housing pro-
grams—are inadequately funded or have ex-
cessive matching requirements or both. . . .

To maintain quality, they have raised stu-
dent charges substantially, turned away
qualified students, limited enrollments and
refused requests for urgently needed public
service. Even the strongest private colleges
and universities, with already high student
charges, report they are faced with the cer-
tainty of mounting deficits if present trends
continue.

Some see the solution to the problem of
financing higher education in shifting more
and more of the cost of higher education to
the student and his family. But the student,
in economic terms, is already paying three-
fourths of the cost of his education through
various types of required charges and fore-
gone earnings. For the most affluent soclety
in history to deny responsibility for even a
minor fraction of the cost of the higher ed-
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ucation of its future leaders seems prepos-
terous.

The major advance needed at this point
in our history calls for Federal aid in such
forms and in such variety as to strengthen
all colleges and universities from the weakest
to the most prestigious. . ..

But more than that, it requires broad
Federal support on an institutional basis:
support which will encourage expansion
while reducing pressures on student charges;
support which will maintain quality in the
face of rising costs; support which will rec~
ognize that qualitative differences among
institutions must be cured by “leveling up”
rather than leveling down and that quality
lies in the excellence of performance of their
different functions by a wide variety of in-
stitutions, each according to its own pur-
poses.

The time has arrived for us to ad-
vance a program that will help both
universities and students to meet in-
creasing costs, a program which will put
emphasis on an undergraduate education
as the bridee to the future, and to
strengthen the means of crossing that
bridge.

Veterans, because of the special sacri-
fices demanded of them by their coun-
try, particularly when called upon ito
risk their lives in armed conflict, right-
fully have the use of Federal funds to
continue their education upon return to
civilian life, in order that they might
further aid in the progress of the coun-
try they have been asked to protect. In
this regard, perhaps no other single
piece of legislation authorized by the
Congress has been as strengthening to
our society and productive as the World
War IT GI bill.

As Governor of Alaska, I sponsored a
veterans bill in the Alaska Legislature in
1945. The war was not over and the leg-
islature refused to act. So I called a spe-
cial session in 1946 to get action. It was
the first veterans bill enacted by any
State or territory after World War II.
It provided bonuses and loans. This leg-
islation has continued to this day, en-
abling Alaskan veterans to acquire
hundreds of homes, fishing boats, busi-
nesses, and valuable assets. It not only
benefitted the veterans; it greatly aided
Alaska’s economy.

The value of that bill on the State
level and of the World War II and Ko-
rean war GI bills nationally is demon-
strable. The World War II GI bill, the
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original GI hill of rights, the Service-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944, was
enacted by the 78th Congress. It pro-
vided training for higher education, be-
low-college education, on-the-job train-
ing, and on-the-farm training, was
utilized by 17,800,000 veterans, accord-
ing to figures furnished by the Veter-
ans' Administration.

The Korean war GI bill, known for-
mally as the Veterans’ Readjustment As-
sistance Act of 1952—Public Law 82-
550—provided essentially the same types
of training for 2,391,000 veterans.

The primary differences between the
two was in the type of entitlement of-
fered to veterans pursuing a higher edu-
cation.

The World War II bill allowed for a
maximum entitled of 48 months. The
maximum under the Korean GI bill was
36 months.

The World War II entitlement covered
tuition, books, fees, supplies and equip-
ment, and a monthly subsistence allow-
ance of $75 for veterans with no depend-
ents.

The approach in the post-EKorean en-
titlement was a flat grant of $110 per
month for the veterans without depend-
ents to cover all expenses.

Both bills enabled veterans to get
housing loans.

Today, our servicemen may participate
in a third veterans readjustment act the
cold war GI bill. Passage of this far-
sighted legislation, authored by our dis-
tinguished colleague the senior Senator
from Texas [Mr. YarsoroucH], has
meant a great deal to veterans today.
Senator YarsorouGH's leadership and
continuing interest in veteran’s readjust-
ment has resulted in legislation which
currently allows our veterans to pursue
higher education; to obtain flight train-
ing; to receive on-the-job and on-the-
farm training; and to receive a home
loan guaranty or a direct home loan. We
are a stronger and wiser Nation because
of his foresight.

I ask unanimous consent that a statis-
tical table outlining the implementation
of the World War II and Korean GI bills
be printed in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REecorbp,
as follows:

IMPLEMENTATION OF VETERANS LEGISLATION

World War 1l Korean war
Number Percent Number Percent
Veterans receiving benefits________ e iy e SRR e S T e e 7, 800, 000 100 2,391,000 100
Veterans pursuing a higher education__._____ 2,230,000 24 1,213,000 51
Veterans pursuing an education below wllege 3, 480, 000 44 860, 000 36
Veterans receiving on-the-#ub training. . 1, 400, 000 18 223,000 9
Veterans receiving on-the-farm training.. 690, 000 ] 95,000 4
World War 11 Korean war
Average age of veteran receiving benefits of all types.__. ... ... 27 yearsold__......_... 25 years old.
Average length of entitlement due to veterans_ . ... .. ... ... _...__ 40months______________ 33 months.
Maximum length of snthlement allowable by law_. - 48 months. - 36 months.
h of training received ... ... _______._ ---- 19 months 18 months.
Percen!age of veterans who exhausted entitlement due__ -- 14 percent... <----. 12 percent.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
question which now must be answered is:
Are the Federal funds available ade-

quate? The answer is an unequivocal
-llNo.l!
Let me explain in detail. Under the
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current law, a veteran is eligible to re-
ceive a grant of $130 per month in edu-
cational assistance for every month of
active duty that he has performed. This
amounts, over a 9-month school period,
to $1,170, a sum which will not, except
in rare instances, come close to meeting
the expenses incurred by the student
during 1 year of his academic studies.
In many cases, the result is that the vet-
eran has been forced into a situation
where, if he desires to further his educa-
tion, he must obtain funds from another
source, such as outside employment,
scholarships, or loans, in order to sup-
plement his income fo meet expenses,
The situation is further complicated if
the veteran is married and has a family
to support.

When financial burdens require him to
divert his study time, the veteran is
placed at a disadvantage in relation to
other students who have better financ-
ing. In many cases, he has had to choose
between continuing his education or
quitting school and working to support
a family, with the dim hope of obtaining
funds to continue his interrupted edu-
cation at a later date. The financial situ-
ation for many veterans today is rapidly
approaching a critical juncture. Positive
steps must be taken for rectification of
this crisis.

Accordingly, I am introducing S. 3477
to correct these inequities, and hopefully,
to help correct some of the problems
pointed out by the National Association
of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges and the American Association
of State Colleges and Universities, in one
of two ways:

First, by the establishment of a stu-
dent loan guarantee provision, to enable
the veteran to supplement the grant he
receives from the Federal Government
by obtaining a loan from a commercial
bank, the interest and principal of which
will be guaranteed by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration. The amount of the loan to
be guaranteed will be equal to the
amount of the grant that the veteran is
eligible to receive;

Second, by the establishment of a di-
rect loan fund under the jurisdiction of
the Veterans' Administration where loans
will be made at the discretion of the
Administrator in cases where commer-
cial loans are not available to the vet-
eran from banks in his area. The terms
and conditions of these loans will be the
same as provided for under the loan
guarantee provision.

Under the provisions of my bill, the
interest to be paid by the veteran on
the loan is set at the same rate, 3 percent,
that is established for similar educa-
tional grants under the National Defense
Education Act of 1958, and is designed
to supplement the act in two ways:

First, by increasing the number of
students who are eligible to receive Fed-
eral funds by establighing a similar fund
for veterans; and

Second, by allowing veterans who are
currently receiving funds under the Na-
tional Defense Education Act to be cov-
ered under the provisions of the student
loan guarantee and direct loan fund,
thus releasing NDEA funds committed
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to veterans and making them available
to nonveteran students.

In order to provide for just and equita-
ble implementation of the bill, I am
proposing a provision which will relieve
the veteran of his repayment obligation
if he is called to active duty for a period
of more than 30 days, providing he is
not in default of payment for more than
60 days prior to his recall. This will be
added incentive to the lending institu-
tion to make a loan under the guarantee
provisions.

By having the Federal Government as-
sume the veteran's obligation in event of
recall, the lender is protected, and it will
also serve as an incentive to the veteran
to further his education by taking ad-
vantage of the loan aids, when he knows
that the Government will relieve him of
his obligation and that he will not be
penalized in case of recall to active duty.

My bill further stipulates that no vet-
eran will be eligible to receive a loan, or
a loan guarantee, under this bill when
he is currently receiving a loan, or loan
guarantee, under the provisions of some
other Federal grant. He will, however, be
eligible to receive the benefits of the bill if
he chooses to terminate all other educa-
tional aid he is receiving from the Fed-
eral Government, and is not precluded
from obtaining any other educational aid
for which he may be eligible from non-
Federal sources.

I have added two provisions to the bill
with respect to public service employ-
ment:

First. A provision which provides for
cancellation of any indebtedness incurred
by the veteran if, upon graduation from
college, he enters into employment in
certain public service jobs stipulated in
section 1692 of the bill, including teach-
ers in elementary and secondary schools
and teachers of handicapped children,
and will be canceled in the amount and
under the scale stipulated in that sec-
tion. Hopefully, such an incentive will
encourage veterans to further serve their
country after leaving school, and it will
also provide competently trained person-
nel in areas in which there have been
demonstrated a need for their services.

Second. My second provision provides
that preference be given to the wives of
veterans with respect to public service
employment, except that they shall not
be given this preference over veterans
themselves. This provision is designed to
supplement the request President John-
son has made of the Congress to encour-
age people, and in particular, veterans,
to enter public service employment in
view of the need for their services. Fur-
ther, it should help provide employment
for wives of veterans whose husbands are
going to school full time, aiding them in
meeting the financial obligations of their
families.

Finally, I am requesting that $250 mil-
lion be authorized to create a revolving
loan fund for the direct loan provision.
Although this amount might, at first
glance seem high, published figures of
the Veterans' Administration prove oth-
erwise. These figures show that, as of
February 1968, 980,321 applications had
been received for educational assistance
under Public Law 89-358—the so-called
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cold war GI bill. As of that date, 698,000
beneficiaries had received assistance, an
increase of almost 28,000 over January
1968, and was expected to reach 741,775
by the end of March 1968, an increase of
43,475 over February, and an increase of
71,180 over January. In addition, these
figures show that expenditures for edu-
cational assistance are expected to reach
an annual output of $513,400,000 at the
end of March 1968, an increase of $45,-
012,000 over the annual rate of expendi-
ture in February of $468,388,000. Also, as
of February 1968, 398,797 veterans were
actively receiving educational assistance
under the law.

Projected estimates furnished by the
Veterans’ Administration conclude that
there is likely to be a large increase
in the number of veterans who will be-
come eligible for educational assistance
in the coming year, to 750,000, or ap-
proximately 62,500 per month, of which
some 75.4 percent will be immediately
eligible to pursue a college degree, be-
cause they have completed 12 or more
years of education. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this table be printed at the
end of my remarks as exhibit B.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit B.)

Mr. GRUENING. President Johnson,
in his message on American education,
pointed out the need for higher educa-
tion. He said:

The prosperity and well-being of the
United States—and thus our national inter-
est—are vitally affected by America's col-
leges and universities, junior colleges and
technical institutes.

Their problems are not theirs alone, but
the Nation's.

This is true today more than ever. For
now we call upon higher education to play
a new and more ambitious role in our so-
cial progress, our economic development, our
effort to help other countries.

We depend upon the universities—thelr
training, research, and extension services—
for the knowledge which undergirds agri-
cultural and industrial production.

Increasingly, we look to the colleges and
universities—to their faculties, laboratories,
research institutes and study centers—for
help with every problem in our society and
with the efforts we are making toward peace
in the world.

THE FIFTH FREEDOM

On January 6, 1941, President Franklin
D. Roosevelt set forth to Congress and the
people “four essential human freedoms" for
which America stands.

In the years since then, those four free-
doms—freedom of speech, freedom of wor-
ship, freedom from want, and freedom from
fear—have stood as a summary of our aspi-
rations for the American Republic and for
the world.

And Americans have always stood ready to
pay the cost in energy and treasure which
are needed to make those great goals a
reality.

Today—wealthier, more powerful and more
able than ever before in our history—our
Nation can declare another essential human
freedom.

The fifth freedom 1is freedom from igno-
rance.

It means that every man, everywhere,
should be free to develop his talents to their
full potential—unhampered by arbitrary
barriers of race or birth or income.

We have already begun the work of guar-
anteeing that fifth freedom.



12920

The job, of course, will never be finished.
For a nation, as for an individual, education
is a perpetually unfinished journey, a con-
tinuing process of discovery.

But the work we started when this Na-
tion began, which has flourished for nearly
two centuries, and which gained new mo-
mentum in the past two Congresses—is ours
to continue—vours and mine.

In conclusion, let me say that I hope
we can rise to the challenge of two great
Presidents, and to the challenge con-
fronting our Nation as a whole if we be-
gin to meet our educational financial
crisis now. Therefore, let us enact legis-
lation that will meet the need, and not
aggravate the crisis.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the bill be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
and exhibits will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (8. 3477) to amend chapter
34 of title 38, United States Code, in
order to authorize educational assist-
ance loans to veterans to supplement
educational assistance allowances paid
to such veterans under such chapter,
and for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
GrUENING (for himself and others) was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

S. 3477

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 34 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by adding a new subchapter V as
follows:

“SUBCHAPTER V—EDUCATIONAL LOANS

g 1600. Student loan guaranty.

“In addition to the educational assistance
allowance authorized by this chapter, educa-
tional assistance loans made to eligible vet-
erans pursuing a program of education
under the provisions of this chapter, by a
lending institution authorized to do business
in a State or in the District of Columbia may,
with the approval of the Administrator, be
guaranteed by the United States, as pro-
vided in this subchapter.

“§ 1691. Terms and conditions of loans

“(a) Any loan guaranteed under this sub-
chapter may be approved by the Admin-
istrator only if the eligible veteran (1) is
capable, in the opinion of the educational
institution in which his program is to be
pursued, of maintaining good standing in his
courses of study, (2) has been accepted for
enrollment, or is enrolled, in such institu-
tion either as an undergraduate, graduate,
or professional student, and (3) is enrolled
in or is pursuing a program of education
on a half-time or more basls. The amount
of any loan guaranteed under this sub-
chapter shall not, for any year of educa-
tional pursuit approved under this chapter,
exceed (1) an amount equal to the amount
of the educational assistance allowance
which the eligible veteran is entitled to re-
ceive, or (2) an amount which, when added
to the amount of the educational assistance
allowance the eligible veteran is entitled to
receive, is reasonably adequate, as deter-
mined by the Administrator, to meet the
veteran’s educational expenses at the institu-
tion in which he is enrolled, whichever
amount is the lesser.

“(b) An approved loan shall be evidenced
by a note or other written agreement which
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provides for repayment of the principal
amount, together with interest thereon, in
equal installments (or, if the borrower so
requests, in graduated periodic installments
determined in accordance with such sched-
ules as may be approved by the Adminstra-
tor) payable quarterly, bi-monthly, or
monthly (at the option of the lending in-
stitution), over a period beginning nine
months after the date on which the eligible
veteran ceases to pursue an educational pro-
gram authorized under this chapter (on at
least a one-half time or more basis), and
ending not later than ten years and nine
months after such date, Such loan shall bear
interest on the unpaid balance at the rate
determined by the Administrator to be the
going rate in the State in which the loan is
made, except that all interest in excess of
3 percent per annum shall be paid by the
United States under the guaranty agree-
ment entered into between the lending in-
stitution and the Administrator.

“§ 1692. Cancellation of loans.

“Not to exceed 50 per centum of any ap-
proved guaranteed loan (plus interest) shall
be canceled for service as a full-time teacher
in a public or other nonprofit elementary or
secondary school in a State, in an institu-
tion of higher education, or in an elemen-
tary or secondary school overseas of the
Armed Forces of the United States. Can-
cellation of a loan for such service shall be
(1) at the rate of 10 per centum of the total
amount of such loan plus interest thereon
for each complete academic year or its equiv-
alent (as determined under regulations of
the Administrator) of such service, (2) at
the rate of 15 per centum of the total amount
of such loan plus interest thereon for each
complete academic year or its equivalent (as
determined under regulations of the Admin-
istrator) of service as a full-time teacher in
a public or other nonprofit elementary or
secondary school which is in the school dis-
trict of a local educational agency which is
eligible in such year for assistance pursuant
to title II of Public Law 874, Eighty-first
Congress, as amended, and which for pur-
poses of this clause and for that year has
been determined by the Administrator, pur-
suant to regulations and after consultation
with the State educational agency of the
State in which the school is located, to be a
school in which there is a high concentration
of students from low-income families, except
that the Administrator shall not make such
determination with respect to more than 25
per centum of the total of the public and
other nonprofit elementary and secondary
schools in any one State for any one year, or
(3) at the rate of 15 per centum of the total
amount of such loan plus interest thereon
for each complete academic year or its equiv-
alent (as determined under regulations of
the Administrator) of service as a full-time
teacher of handicapped children (including
mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf,
speech impaired, visually handicapped, seri-
ously emotionally disturbed or other health
impaired children who by reason thereof re-
quire special education) in a public or other
nonprofit elementary or secondary school
system. An additional 50 per centum of any
such loan plus interest thereon may be can-
celed at the rate of 15 per centum of the
total amount of the loan plus interest
thereon for additional service of the nature
described in clauses (1) and (2) of the pre-
ceding sentence; but nothing in this para-
graph shall authorize refunding any pay-
ment made by a veteran. The amount of the
loan which is canceled under this section,
shall be pald to the lending Institution by
the United States pursuant to the guaranty
agreement entered into between such in-
stitution and the Administrator.

“§1693. Powers of the Administrator

“The Administrator i{s authorized to pre-

scribe such additional terms and conditions
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as he deems necessary in order to implement
the provisions of this subchapter, and to
take such action as may be necessary to
recover the unpaid balance of any loan which
is defaulted by the borrower and for which
the United States becomes responsible pur-
suant to the guaranty provisions of this
subchapter.

'§1694. Direct educational loans

“(a) Whenever the Administrator finds
that eligible veterans are unable to obtain
educational assistance loans under this sub-
chapter from commercial lending sources at
reasonable rates of interest and on reason-
able terms and conditions, he Is authorized
to make educational assistance loans to such
veterans on the same terms and conditions
prescribed for loans guaranteed under this
subchapter except that such loans shall bear
interest on the unpaid balance at the rate
of 3 per centum per annum. No interest shall
accrue before the date on which repay-
ment of the loan is to begin.

“(b) For the purpose of enabling the Ad-
ministrator to carry out the provisions of this
section, there is established an educational
assistance revolving loan fund, and there
is authorized to be appropriated to such
fund an amount not to exceed $250,000,000.
Any funds received by way of repayment of
loans made under this section shall be
credited to the recelving fund.

“§1695. Repayment or cancellation of loans
by the United States; limitation
on loans from Federal sources

“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, whenever an eligible veteran is ob-
ligated for the repayment of a loan guaran-
teed or made under this subchapter and is
recalled to active duty for a period of more
than 30 days, the Administrator shall pay
on behalf of such veteran any payment, in-
cluding interest thereon, on any loan guaran-
teed under this subchapter which becomes
due while such veteran is serving on active
duty, and shall cancel any payment, includ-
ing interest thereon, on any direct loan made
to such veteran under this subchapter which
becomes due while such veteran is serving
on active duty. Payments made by the Ad-
ministrator on behalf of any veteran under
this subsection shall not be a debt obligation
of such veteran to the United States. The
provisions of this section shall not apply in
the case of any loan which has been in de-
fault for a period of more than 60 days,

“(b) No veteran shall be eligible for a loan
guaranty or direct loan under this subchap-
ter for any year for which he has received
aloan‘agwan-beeonaloan,oragmnt
under any program authorized pursuant to
Federal law.”

SEc. 2. The table of sections at the begin-
ning of chapter 34 of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following:

L} “SUBCHAPTER V—EDUCATIONAL LOANS

“1690. Student loan guaranty

“1691. Terms and conditions of loans

1692, Cancellation of loans

“1693. Powers of the Administrator

“1694. Direct educational loans

*“1695. Repayment or cancellation of loans by

the United States; limitation on
loans from Federal sources.”

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any other provi-
slon of law, the wives of veterans, shall be
given the same type of preference with re-
spect to public service employment in the
Federal Government as is granted to veterans,
except that mo wife of a veteran shall be
given a preference over an eligible veteran.

SEc. 4. This Act shall become effective upon
enactment but no educational assistance
loans shall be guaranteed or made for amy
period prior to the first day of the first
calendar month which begins more than
30 days after the date of enactment of this
Act.
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TABLE 44 —ESTIMATED AVERAGE CHARGES TO FULL-TIME RESIDENT DEGREE-CREDIT UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS, BY TYPE AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION:

UNITED STATES, 1956-57 TO 1976-77

[Charges are for the academic year and in constant 1966-67 dollars]

Total tuition, board, and room

Tuition (includes required fees)

Board (7-day basis)

Dormitory rooms

Year and control
All A-year 2-year All A-year  2-year Al 4-year 2-year All A-year 2-year
(¢V] @ 3) ) ) (6) (0] ) (9 (10) (11 (12) (13)
$874 $883 $637 $206 sail 588 $482 $484 $417 5186 $188 $132
1,486 1,504 929 700 714 322 526 530 433 260 260 174
877 886 631 210 215 89 471 a3 405 196 198 137
1,532 1,548 993 748 761 74 516 519 432 268 268 187
895 097 639 216 224 92 469 471 402 210 212 145
1,600 1,622 1,069 809 821 429 516 519 438 275 282 202
913 926 644 223 232 94 467 469 398 223 225 152
1,673 1,690 1,147 866 878 4834 515 519 415 292 293 218
932 947 650 230 240 9% 465 468 395 237 239 159
1,741 1,756 1,221 922 934 536 515 517 151 304 305 234
952 970 656 239 254 9% 463 464 390 250 252 170
1,824 1,844 1,311 992 1,008 588 517 520 157 315 316 256
974 994 665 240 257 105 470 471 390 268 266 170
1,885 1,888 1,375 1,021 1,039 649 514 516 162 330 333 264
988 1,013 671 250 271 103 464 465 385 274 277 183
1,935 1,962 1,400 1,079 1,099 685 519 523 155 337 340 260
1,000 1,030 671 256 281 104 459 461 380 285 288 187
2,007 2,039 1,531 1,185 1,172 739 514 516 488 348 351 304
S TR 1,019 1,052 680 262 290 708 460 462 376 297 300 194
NonpUbIic. - -~ oo . 2,062 2,099 1,576 1,188 1,218 788 515 518 188 359 363 306
1
p.ﬂ;ia: ...................... 1,034 1,071 684 268 299 110 458 480 374 308 312 200
Nonpublic. - .- nv 2,125 2,164 1,644 1,240 1,273 836 515 517 188 370 374 320
PROJECTED
7-68:

s ey 1,092 692 274 308 112 458 450 374 320 324 206
Nonpublic_ oo 2,187 2,230 1,707 1,292 1,328 885 515 517 488 380 385 334
P 1,114 701 280 318 114 458 450 a4 332 336 213

1297 1,770 1,343 1,383 934 515 517 188 390 397 348
1,13 709 286 228 116 458 460 374 343 348 219
2,363 1,833 1,395 1,438 983 515 517 138 a0l 108 362
1,157 718 292 337 118 458 460 374 354 360 226
2430 1,89 1,447 1,494 1,032 515 517 188 a2 419 376

i L 1,178 727 298 346 121 458 450 a4 366 372 232
Nonpublid. - - oo oes 2,437 2, 4% 1,959 1,439 1,549 1,081 515 517 488 123 130 390
Public... 1,200 735 304 356 123 458 450 374 378 384 238
NORPUBHC, - oo eoormins 2, 562 2,022 1,550 1,604 1,130 515 517 188 433 41 404
PAIBIO e o 1,222 744 310 366 125 458 460 74 389 39 245
Nonpublic. 4 2,629 2,085 1,602 1,659 1,179 515 517 488 a4 253 418

e | 118 1,243 752 316 375 127 458 460 374 400 408 251
NARBUBBE oo oo e e 2623 2,695 2,148 1,654 1,714 1,228 515 517 488 454 464 132

T biic... oo k11399 1,264 762 323 384 130 458 460 374 412 420 258
T S — 686 2,762 2,210 1,706 1,770 1,276 515 517 188 465 475 415

b NI SR 1,211 1,285 770 329 394 132 458 460 374 424 431 264

NORPUBIG . - oo oo 2,748 2,828 2,213 1,757 1,825 1,325 515 517 488 476 486 460

1 Estimated,

2Data for 1961-62 through 1964-65 represent constant 1966-67 dollars as converted from the
unadjusted current dollars shown in table 45, See constant dollar index, table K.
projection of basic student charges is based on the assumption that these charges will
continue to increase through 1976-77 as they did during the base years of 1961-62 througl

b |

Note: Data are for 50 States and the District of Columbia for all years. For methodology details

see appendix table D.

(¢9]
(Fall)

65, in constant dollars. The decreases in charges for board during the base period are not pro-

jected and are frozen at the 1966-67 level. The base year data for board cha
%djustad dollars, did show an increase but not enough to offset the app

Price Index.
ExHIBIT B

Projected release of soldiers based on figures
as of Mar. 1, 1968

Por YOAY ool e sl m t Pt sl o 2 B

Per month

Estimated level of educational attainment of
returning veterans

Percent

T years or less
8 years
9 years -.

CXIV——=814—Part 10

rges, in current un-
of the C

(Figures are based on those received from
the Senate Liaison Office of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration.)

S. 3480—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
PROVIDE CERTAIN PROCESSES IN
PRODUCING LIGHTWEIGHT AG-
GREGATES AS A MINING PROCESS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a meas-
ure designed to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to include the sintering
and burning of clay, shale, and slate used
as lightweight aggregates as a treatment

Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education,
“Higher Education Basic Student Charges,”’ 1961-62 through 1964-65; and (2) '‘Opening
Enroliment in Higher Education,” 1961

and Welfare, Office of Education publications:
rough 1964.

process considered as mining. This meas-
ure would give the lightweight aggregate
industry much-needed assistance. A
measure similar to the one I introduced
today was adopted by the Senate during
the 89th Congress, as an amendment to
the Foreign Investors Tax Act of 1966,
only to be deleted in conference. The
committee report on this matter recom-
mended that the application of heat to
the lightweight aggregates mentioned
should be considered as mining for per-
centage deletion purposes. All that this
measure would do is reinstate the ex-
pressed desire of the Senate which was
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deleted by said conference committee. It
is my sincere belief that it would be a
wise policy for us to follow by so acting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 3480) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to include the
sintering and burning of clay, shale, and
slate used as lightweight aggregates as
a treatment process considered as min-
ing, introduced by Mr. TowER, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

S. 3481 —INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
FURTHER EXTEND THE PERIOD
OF RESTRICTIONS ON LANDS OF
THE QUAPAW INDIANS OF OKLA-
HOMA

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
further extend the period of restrictions
on lands of the Quapaw Indians, Okla-
homa and for other purposes. A similar
bill has been introduced in the House of
Representatives by my distinguished col-
league, Congressman Ep Epmonpson. The
chairman of the tribe, Robert Whitebird
and the vice chairman, Henry E. Hoff-
man, endorse the bill. I ask that a letter
dated April 29, 1968, from these two tribal
officials be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the REecorb.

The bill (8. 3481) to further extend
the period of restrictions on lands of
the Quapaw Indians, Oklahoma, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. HARRIS
(for himself and Mr. MONRONEY) was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

The letter, presented by Mr. HARRIS, is
as follows:

Quaraw, OKLA,,
April 29, 1968.
Senator FRED R. HARRIS,
U.S. Senate,
Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARRIS: In regard to your
letter of March 25, 1968 to Mr. Robert White-
bird concerning the extension of restrictions
on the Quapaw Tribe. It is our opinion that
the bill should include the wording sug-
gested by you, Senator Harris,

This would be “The extension provided for
by this Act shall be subject to the proviso
contained in the first section of the Act of
July 27, 1939, and section 2 thereof”,

This section concerns the leasing of re-
stricted lands for business, mining or other
purposes in accordance with such rules and
regulations as the Secretary of the Interior
may prescribe, and not otherwise: Provided,
however, that no lease, modification, or as-
signment thereof shall be made over the
written protest of adult Indians owning a
majority interest therein.

This section is in the original Act of July
27, 1939 (53 Stat. 1127) and we feel it should
be included in this.

We sincerely appreciate your effort in be-
half of the Quapaw Indian Tribe.

Yours very truly,
HenrY E. HoFFMaN, Jr,,
Vice Chairman, Quapaw Tribal Business
Committee.
ROBERT WHITEBIRD,
Chairman, Quapaw Tribal
Committee.

Business
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S. 3482—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
PROVIDE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
TO CERTAIN LOCAL GOVERN-
MENTS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a meas-
ure to provide financial assistance to lo-
cal governments where the tax bases of
such local governments have been im-
paired through Department of the In-
terior land acquisitions.

My proposal is not a complex one; I be-
lieve that it can be clearly stated and
easily understood with a minimum of
difficulty. When Federal Government ac-
tion takes land for national parks for
example, this land so taken is lost for
tax purposes to local government tax au-
thorities. Greatly needed local govern-
ment revenues are thus reduced, in many
cases substantially. Present statutory
authority does not authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to make any sort of
interim payments to local taxing au-
thorities in the form of compensation for
this lost revenue.

Certainly it is true that, in most cases,
economic benefits resulting to local areas
from the establishment of a national
park or seashore or similar area far out-
weigh any loss of lands from tax roles.
However, Mr. President, local taxing au-
thorities are generally hard-pressed to
come up with adequate tax dollars in this
interim between the original land acqui-
sition by the Federal Government and
the subsequent afore-mentioned aceruing
of economic benefits. It is this interim
period about which I am concerned, Mr.
President. Local governments cannot
place necessary services in limbo during
this tax loss period. Local government
operations and programs must continue,
most particularly school operations.

Therefore, I am proposing that the
Secretary of the Interior be authorized
under such regulations as he may pre-
scribe, the authority to purchase the se-
curities and obligations of, or make loans
to, these local governments which may
be affected by such tax losses. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would point out in closing what I
consider to be one of the most noteworthy
features of my proposal, and that is, it
is by no means a direct grant program. It
is merely a means of assisting the local
communities to get by at a time when
they will have lost a portion of their tax
dollars due to action by the Federal
bureaucracy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 3482) to provide financial
assistance to certain local governments,
introduced by Mr. Tower, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

8. 3483—INTRODUCTION OF BEILL
ENTITLED, “FEDERAL EMPLOYEE
FREEDOM OF CHOICE ACT OF
1968”

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise
to introduce a bill entitled the “Federal
Employee Freedom of Choice Act of
1968.” I am joined by Senators BAKER,
CuURrTIS, DIRKSEN, EASTLAND, FANNIN, HAT-
FIELD, HICKENLOOPER, HOLLAND, HRUSEA,
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Jorpan of Idaho, MurrHY, TOWER, THUR-
MoND, WiLL1aMs of Delaware, and YouNG
of North Dakota, in the introduction of
this important legislation. My reasons for
introducing the bill are basically three-
fold.

In 1962 President Kennedy issued an
Executive order which contained the fol-
lowing paragraph:

Employees of the Federal Government shall
have, and shall be protected in the exercise
of, the right, free and without fear of pen-
alty or reprisal, to form, join and assist any
employee organization or to refrain from
any such activity.

Speaking of this Executive order and
its guarantee of voluntarism for Federal
employees former Secretary of Labor
Arthur Goldberg said:

I know you will agree with me that the
union shop and the closed shop are inap-
propriate to the Federal government . . . In
your own organization you have to win ac-
ceptance by your own conduct, your own
action, your own wisdom, your own responsi-
bility and your own achievement.

I certainly agree with the late Presi-
dent and Ambassador Goldberg regard-
ing this very crucial employee right. Con-
sequently, when it came to my attention
that a Labor-Management Review Com-
mission headed by Secretary of Labor W.
Willard Wirtz was considering changes
in Executive Order 10988 I was very
curious as to what those recommenda-
tions were. I have attempted through the
Department of Labor and the Civil Serv-
ice Commission to learn if the Review
Commission had made any recommenda-
tions to the President that the concept
of volunta unionism among Federal
civilian employees be eliminated. I have
been unable to determine if this rec-
ommendation was made or if the Presi-
dent had any intention to change Execu-
tive Order 10988.

My suspicions were further increased
when responsible reporters writing in the
Washington Post and other newspapers
indicated that compulsory unionism for
Federal employees was under considera-
tion as well as a second provision which
might require in lieu of outright union
membership the payment of a service
fee to the union involved.

Unfortunately, at the present time it is
very difficult to say whether or not com-
pulsory unionism is about to be forced
upon Federal employees. Those who are
in a position to make this information
known have kept it very secret, and con-
sequently the public is left in the dark.

I believe the concept of voluntary
unionism in the Federal service is the
only reasonable and moral position
which the U.S. Government can take. At
the moment the existence of that prin-
ciple is dependent upon the President of
the United States who can change it at
will. Even if President Johnson has not
received a recommendation requiring
compulsory unionism; even if he has de-
cided against such a recommendation,
the possibility that compulsory unionism
could be forced upon Federal Govern-
ment employee at a later date or by a
different President still exists. Conse-
quently, I believe that the privilege to
join a union or to refrain from join-
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ing a union should be permanently es-
tablished by an act of Congress.

Federal employees should not be re-
quired to wonder from month to month
or from election to election if they will
be required to join a union or pay union
dues in order to retain their civil service
jobs and continue their Federal careers.

I should like to point out that I am not
opposed in any way to an employee join-
ing a union either in the private sector
of our economy or in the Federal service.
I think this is a very important right for
all Americans. I believe equally, how-
ever, that no American should be forced
to join a union by the Government or
private industry in order to retain his
job. The right to refrain is every bit as
sacred and as important as is the right
to join. It is both rights which my bill
will protect.

May I repeat what I said back in 1965
during the long debate on section 14(b)
of the Taft-Hartley Act that the people
of my State through their elected rep-
resentatives have set up a right-to-work
law. Those Federal employees who have
written me regarding this subject have
been unanimous in expressing their
strong belief that compulsory unionism
or the payment of union dues is wrong
and indefensible.

I believe that the objectives of this bill
are supported by freedom-loving Ameri-
cans everywhere who believe that mem-
bership in any organization should be
determined freely and without coercion
by the individual and not by the stroke
of a pen by the President of the United
States. Such a critical issue as compul-
sory unionism is something which the
Congress cannot ignore.

May I repeat what I said in the Senate
in October 1965, “Good unions do not
need compulsory unionism and bad
unions don’t deserve it.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 3483) to protect the free-
dom of choice of Federal employees in
employee-management relations, intro-
duced by Mr. BENNETT and others, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS,
JOINT RESOLUTION, AND RESO-
LUTION

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Curtis] be added as a co-
sponsor of the resolution (S. Res. 13) to
amend rule XXV of the Standing Rules
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, on behalf of my senior col-
league [Mr. RanporrH] I ask unanimous
consent that, at its next printing, the
name of the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Hart] be added as a cosponsor of the bill
(S. 2040) to provide for Federal assist-
ance in the planning and installation of
works and measures for the control and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

prevention of damages resulting from
erosion of roadbeds and rights-of-way
of existing State, county, and other rural
roads and highways, from erosion of the
banks of rivers and streams, and from
erosion of unrestored or unrehabilitated
surface or strip-mined non-Federal
lands, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, at the request of the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson] I also ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senators from
Connecticut [Mr. Dopp and Mr. Riei-
corr] be added as cosponsors of the bill
(S. 2882) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for a comprehen-
sive review of the medical, technical,
social, and legal problems and opportuni-
ties which the Nation faces as a result of
medical progress toward making trans-
plantation of organs, and the use of arti-
ficial organs a practical alternative in
the treatment of disease; to amend the
Public Health Service Act to provide
assistance to certain non-Federal insti-
tutions, agencies, and organizations for
the establishment and operation of
regional and community programs for
patients with kidney disease and for the
conduct of training related to such pro-
grams; and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. MonpaLE] I further ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Hartl, and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr, Typings] be added
as cosponsors of the joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 169) the East-West trade resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, May 13, 1968, he presented
to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills and joint reso-
lution:

S.391. An act to amend the act of March 1,
1933 (47 Stat. 1418), entitled “An act to per-
manently set aside certain lands in Utah as
an addition to the Navajo Indian Reserva-
tion, and for other purposes’;

5.528. An act to place in trust certain
lands on the Wind River Indian Reservation
in Wyoming;

5.948. An act for the rellef of Seaman
Eugene Markovitz, U.S. Navy;

S.1119. An act to grant minerals, includ-
ing oil and gas, on certain lands in the Crow
Indian Reservation, Mont.,, to certain In-
dians, and for other purposes;

S.1147. An act for the relief of Mariana
Mantzios;

S5.1173. An act to convey certain federally
owned lands to the Cheyenne and Arapaho
Tribes of Oklahoma;

8.1180. An act for the relief of Ana Ja-
calne;

8.13985. An act for the relief of Dr. Bran-
dia Don (nee Praschnik) ;

8.1406. An act for the relief of Dr. Jorge
Mestas;
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S.1483. An act for the rellef of Dr. Pedro
Lopez Garcia;

S. 1480, An act for the relief of Yang Ok
Yoo (Maria Margurita);

5.1828. An act for the relief of Susan
Elizabeth (Cho) Long;

8.1829. An act for the rellef of Lisa Marie
(Kim) Long;

S.1918. An act for the relief of Dr. Gabriel
Gomez del Rio;

S.1946. An act to amend the repayment
contract with the Foss Reservoir Conserv-
ancy District, and for other purposes;

8.1968. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose
Ernesto Garcia y Tojar;

8.2005. An act for the relief of Dr. Ana-
cleto C. Fernandez;

8.2022. An act for the relief of Dr. Mario
Jose Remirez DeEstenoz;

8.2023. An act for the rellef of Virgilio A.
Arango, M.D.;

S.2078. An act for the relief of Dr. Alberto
De Jongh;

5.2132. An act for the relief of Dr. Robert
L. Cespedes;

S.2139. An act for the rellef of Dr. Angel
Trejo Padron;

S.2149. An act for the relief of Dr. Jose J.
Guijarro;

S.2176. An act for the relief of Dr. Edgar
Reinaldo Nunez Baez;

8. 2193. An act for the relief of Dr. Alfredo
Jesus Gonzalez;

8. 2256. An act for the relief of Dr. Mar-
garita Lorigados;

8. 2285. An act for the rellef of Gordon
Shih Gum Lee;

8. 2301. An act for the relief of Dr. Fran-
cisco Guillermo Gomez-Inguanzo;

S. 2381. An act for the relief of Dr. Jesus
Adalberto Quevedo-Avila;

5. 2403. An act for the relief of Dr. Teo-
baldo Cuervo-Castillo;

S. 2404. An act for the relief of Dr. Heri-
berto Jose Hernandez-Suarez;

8. 2489. An act for the relief of Dr. Jesus
Jose Eduardo Garcla;

S. 2531. An act to designate the San Ga-
briel Wilderness, Angeles National Forest,
in the State of California; and

S.J. Res. 120. Joint resolution to authorize
the Secretary of Transportation to conduct
a comprehensive study and investigation of
the existing compensation system for motor
vehicle accident losses, and for other pur-
poses.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961 —AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 772

Mr. JAVITS submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (S. 3091) to amend further the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and ordered to be printed.

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 773 THROUGH 779

Mr. FONG (for himself, Mr. HArT, and
Mr. Lonc of Missouri) submitted seven
amendments, intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to the bill (8. 917) to assist
State and local governments in reducing
the incidence of crime, to increase the
effectiveness, fairness, and coordination
of law enforcement and criminal justice
systems at all levels of government, and
for other purposes, which were ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON
INTERNATIONAL COFFEE AGREE-
MENT, 1968

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr., President, as
acting chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, I wish to announce
that the committee has scheduled a
hearing on the International Coffee
Agreement, 1968 (Ex. D, 90-2) at 10 am.
on Tuesday, May 28 in room 4221 of the
New Senate Office Building.

Persons wishing to testify on this
agreement should communicate with
Mr. Arthur M. Kuhl, chief clerk of the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON FEDERAL
CREDIT UNION BILLS, S. 3002, S.
3214, AND S. 3395

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Subcommittee on
Financial Institutions of the Committee
on Banking and Currency will hold a
hearing on Thursday, May 23, 1968, on
the bills, S. 3002 and S. 3214, to amend
the Federal Credit Union Act, and the
bill, S. 3395, to authorize the Bureau of
Federal Credit Unions to conduct con-
sumer credit counseling programs.

The hearings will commence at 10 a.m.
in room 5302, New Senate Office Build-
ing. Persons desiring to testify or to sub-
mit written statements in connection
with these bills should notify Mr. Ken-
neth A. McLean, room 5306 New Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510;
telephone 225-3024.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Yes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
distinguished junior Senator from Ohio
may proceed for 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Ohio is recognized.

OMINBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act reported by the Committee
on the Judiciary is essentially an abomi-
nable legislative proposal and presents
one of the most serious attacks in our
Nation’s history against individual pri-
vacy and the concept of due process of
law. Under the guise of providing law
enforcement assistance, this legislative
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proposal would overturn recent Supreme
Court decisions protecting the civil lib-
erties of individual citizens, permit great-
er use of electronic eavesdropping de-
vices, and condone more widespread
wiretapping.

While the bill does contain some mer-
itorious features in that it provides a
semblance of gun control and some fea-
tures of the safe streets measure recom-
mended by the President, I would prefer
to see no legislation at all rather than to
vote for the proposal as reported by the
Judiciary Committee.

Title I of the bill authorizes Federal
financial assistance in the form of grant
programs to State and local governments
to strengthen and improve law enforce-
ment. It provides for a total authoriza-
tion of slightly more than $100 million
for fiscal years 1968 and 1969 and $300
million for fiscal year 1970 for this pur-
pose. Insofar as it goes, this is a needed
legislative proposal and should, in a sep-
arate bill, be enacted into law as soon as
possible.

Mr. President, title IT of the bill is a
manifest attack on the Supreme Court
of the United States. It would have the
effect of reversing the Court’s Mallory
and Miranda decisions and invite a re-
turn to third degree police practices
which in the past have been standard
operating procedure in many police sta-
tion houses and detective bureaus
throughout the Nation. I am able to
speak with some authority on this sub-
ject, having served as chief criminal
prosecuting attorney of Cuyahoga Coun-
ty, Ohio, and having prosecuted many
felony cases.

This bill would allow police to arrest
and question suspects in total disregard
of their constitutional rights to be free
from arrest on mere suspicion, to be free
from compulsory self-inerimination, and
to enjoy the advice of counsel to the ex-
tent to which an individual is now en-
titled.

It cannot be said with authority that
the Miranda decision has seriously
hampered law enforcement. Each of the
two major field studies published to date
on the impact of that decision—one by
the Yale Law Journal, the other by two
professors at the University of Pittsburgh
Law School—has concluded that the im-
pact has been small and that the decision
has had little effect on police practices
or the control of crime. Also, the so-
called Mallory rule, declaring inadmissi-
ble in evidence in a Federal court any
confession obtained from an arrested
person who is not taken before a magis-
trate or other judicial officer “without
unnecessary delay” as required by rule
5(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure, is based on sound law en-
forcement policy. Prompt arraignment of
arrested persons is necessary in a free
society which values the fair adminis-
tration of eriminal justice. Prolonged in-
carceration and interrogation of suspects
without giving them the opportunity to
consult with friends, family, or counsel is
surely not in keeping with our principles
of justice.

Furthermore, title II would forbid the
Supreme Court of the United States from
reviewing State court rulings admitting
confessions found to be voluntary—no
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matter how fictitious or erroneous the
finding of the State court might be. It
would narrowly restrict the power of
Federal courts to grant writs of habeas
corpus in connection with persons in the
custody of State authorities. It would
also overturn the recent Supreme Court
decision in United States against Wade
in which the Court held that an in-court
identification of a suspect by an eye-
witness is inadmissable unless the prose-
cution can show that the identification
is independent of any prior identification
of the witness while the suspect was in
custody, and while his court-appointed
lawyer was neither notified nor present.

The requirement in the Wade case is
unlikely to place an undue burden on law
enforcement. The Supreme Court sug-
gested that a variety of procedures could
conveniently be used by law enforce-
ment officials to insure fair and impartial
police lineups. The Court suggested ap-
propriate alternative procedures that
could be used in circumstances where
the presence of a suspect's counsel at a
lineup was likely to cause prejudicial de-
lay or obstruction of the confrontation.
The opinion offered workable guidelines
for achieving a reasonable accommoda-
tion between the requirements of law en-
forcement and the rights of individuals
accused of crime. The proposed legisla-
tion while dispensing with the procedural
safeguards established in the Wade de-
cision does not even attempt to estab-
lish effective alternative safeguards in
lieu of the requirements in that decision.
Instead, the pertinent section of the bill
is a blanket provision making eyewitness
testimony admissible in all circumstances
whether or not even the most funda-
mental and time-honored requirements
of due process have been met in the iden-
tification, let alone the requirements of
the right to counsel under the sixth
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, one of the first 10 amend-
ments, which we affectionately call the
Bill of Rights, and which were written
into our Constitution on the demand of
those patriots who won the War of In-
dependence.

In all probability, those provisions of
this proposed legislation on police inter-
rogation and eyewitness testimony if en-
acted into law would themselves be de-
clared unconstitutional by the Supreme
Court of the United States, and in that
process the orderly procedure of justice
would be seriously disrupted and im-
paired.

It is likely that those provisions limit-
ing the appellate jurisdiction of the Su-
preme Court and constricting the habeas
corpus jurisdiction of Federal courts
would also be held unconstitutional.
Since no Congress in our Nation's history
has ever enacted such extreme curtail-
ment of the authority of the Federal ju-
diciary, there has been no occasion for
the courts to decide upon such issues.
Those who believe that the Supreme
Court has misinterpreted the Constitu-
tion and that there is a need for a change
in its jurisdiction and authority should
proceed through the only method estab-
lished under our system of law—by
amending the Constitution of the United
States.
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In my view, recent decisions of the
U.S. Supreme Court protecting the rights
of accused individuals are important
safeguards and guarantees of individual
liberty and should be maintained. Exist-
ing law is designed to assure that con-
fessions are voluntary, that police line-
ups are fair, that arrangements are
prompt and that defendants receive a
full and fair hearing.

The proposals in title IT are a serious
threat to the Constitution of the United
States. To me, it appears clear that these
provisions are unconstitutional. I could
not in good conscience vote for this bill
unless such proposals and provisions are
eliminated altogether. They present a
grave threat to the basic principles on
which our Nation was founded—to our
basic concept of separation of powers, to
Federal supremacy, to judicial independ-
ence—in short, to our most cherished
ideas of justice and the rule of law. A
great blow would be struck against in-
dividual freedom and liberty were they
to be enacted into law.

Mr. President, title IIT of this bill, in
a way, is even more outrageous. It would
authorize, under a specious and entirely
phony court order system, widespread
eavesdropping by State and local police
as well by Federal authorities in conneec-
tion with a vast number of suspected
offenses. Wiretapping, bugging and use
of electronic eavesdropping in general
are repugnant to our historical concepts
of privacy, justice and fair play for all.
The enactment of this proposal would
wantonly throw away the great Anglo-
American tradition that a man’s home
is his castle—the invaluable heritage of
privacy and of freedom from arbitrary
intrusion by the police. We must con-
tinue to protect what Justice Brandeis
termed “the right most valued by civi-
lized men”—the right of privacy.

Mr. President, very definitely I am
convinced that wiretapping and the use
of any electronic devices or the practice
of “bugging,” so-called, are procedures
that are repulsive to all liberty-loving
people, and should not be tolerated.

As a former chief criminal prosecuting
attorney, I believe now as I believed then
that certain punishment, like a shadow,
should follow the commission of a crime
or of any unlawful act of violence.
Rather than to encourage greater inva-
sion of individual privacy, I would favor
enactment of legislation to prevent law
enforcement or other officials of our
Government from engaging in or au-
thorizing so-called “bugging” of conver-
sations between any persons whatever.
We should outlaw all wiretapping, pub-
lic and private, I am opposed to any
legislation permitting wiretapping, even
if such wiretapping were authorized by
a U.S. district judge, except only when
clear and convincing proof is offered and
it is determined by the U.S. district judge
that the security of the Nation itself
would be jeopardized and endangered
unless such action were taken.

Very definitely, I think all Americans
would do well to reread the first 10
amendments to the Constitution of the
United States, which we affectionately
term the Bill of Rights. These amend-
ments were adopted on demand of those
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patriots who won our War of Independ-
ence. Except for the fact that these
demands were adopted by the Con-
gress and by the legislatures of the
Thirteen Original States, that Constitu-
tion adopted by the members of the Con-
stitutional Convention sitting in Phila-
delphia, presided over by George Wash-
ington, would not have been adopted and
ratified by the several States at the time
it was.

Title IV of this bill is a watered-down
gun control proposal which places some
restrictions on mail-order traffic in fire-
arms other than rifles and shotguns. It
is encouraging that some legislation
regulating the sale of firearms has fi-
nally been reported favorably from the
Judiciary Committee. However, the com-
mittee recommendations are too weak in
their impact and too narrow in their
scope.

Indeed, it is outrageous that we con-
tinue to tolerate laws which make it so
easy for a criminal, an insane person, a
drug addict or a child to obtain firearms.
Effective gun regulation will require
State action. However, Congress also has
a responsibility to do what it can to
minimize bloodshed and death resulting
from the widespread abuse of firearms.

It is important that the firearms in-
dustry begin to police itself. A licensed
dealer is the person best situated to be
sure a purchaser is not a felon or a minor,
and that the purchase would not be in
violation of any State or local law. Con-
tinued failure to regulate in some man-
ner the sale and the mail-order traffic
in rifles and shotguns makes State and
local laws impotent and State and local
enforcement officials virtually helpless.
A stronger gun control such as has been
proposed would not inconvenience citi-
zens desiring to own weapons and have
them in their homes for legitimate pur-
poses.

If we do not take these essential steps
with respect to long arms and to the sale
of weapons in general, we cannot say to
ourselves or to the citizens of this coun-
try that we have passed meaningful and
effective gun control legislation.

Mr. President, the bill under consider-
ation is not as it purports to be—a Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act. While it
does contain some features which would
assist law enforcement officials in con-
trolling crime, it is in essence an assault
on liberty in the disguise of crime con-
trol. Those sections of it which would re-
strict and seriously and gravely endanger
the civil liberties and civil rights of all
Americans should be rejected after and
in the course of the debate on this
measure.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON PAYS TRIB-
%Tgﬂ TO VOCATIONAL EDUCA-

Mr, JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, last week, President Johnson
met in the White House with representa-
tives of the Vocational Industrial Clubs
of America. The group presented to the
President, a gavel and sounding block in
recognition of his efforts on behalf of
vocational education. The wood in the
gavel came from the Hermitage, Andrew
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Jackson’s home in Nashville, Tenn., and
from the Old State House in Springfield,
11, where Abraham Lincoln served. The
sounding block was made of wood from
the Hyde Park estate of Franklin D.
Roosevelt. The gavel was made by a 16-
year-old, Terry Lovelace, of Sparta, N.C.

In his response, the President noted
that he had enjoyed a long association
with Members of Congress from North
Carolina, and that his own grandfather
had come from North Carolina.

After reviewing the long history of vo-
cational education legislation, the Presi-
dent concluded:

We see that it is paying off in all of you.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the President’s remarks to these young
Americans be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT TO REPRESENTA-
TIVES OF THE VOCATIONAL INDUSTRIAL CLUBS
OF AMERICA, THE CABINET Room, May 10,
1968

I am very proud of what we have been able
to do in the vocational education fleld.

I have cobserved nothing in my contacts
with young people—and I have two or three
groups a day, in the hope that I can learn
something from them and keep contact with
them, and maybe they can learn something
from coming here—that pleased me more
than your presentation. I don't think I have
ever heard a better one.

The fact that you were aware that you
were in the presence of Jackson, Lincoln, and
Roosevelt, and tied it into the remarks you
had to make, and where the wood came from,
is just another indication that our school
system is doing a pretty good job in this
day and time.

All we hear sometimes are challenges to
our future. A lot of people wonder about
what our young people are doing, then we
see a demonstration like you put on here
this morning. It makes me think that every
dollar we have invested in our schools has
been returned with interest.

Yes, I served with Mr. Doughton of North
Carolina for a long time. He was a great
leader of the Ways and Means Committee. I
have had a rather intimate association with
the Members of Congress from your State.
My grandfather came from your State.

I am so proud we are producing 18-year-
olds in this Nation who can come in the
presence of the President in the Cabinet
Room and probably make a better presenta-
tion than either the President or the Mem-
bers of the Cabinet. I hope the people you
represent are as proud of you as I am. I hope
you will tell your family what an excellent
job the President thought you did.

We are very, very strong for vocational
education. We are very proud of the land-
mark legislation we passed. Under 35 Presi-
dents, the primary legislative matters in the
educational field were in the field of voca-
tional education, the George-Deen Act, the
Smith-Hughes Act, and creating the Office of
Education itself, in Andrew Johnson’s time.

But when you added all of those educa-
tional matters together, you had less than
you could count on your fingers in 35 pre-
vious administrations. Because the emphasis
has been on learning and moving forward
in the 21st Century, and the need to know,
driving ignorance from our midst, we have
passed three times as many bills in the last
four years in the educational field as we did
in all the other 35 administrations put to-
gether. We see that it is paying off in all of

‘o1,
4 Thank you.
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NEW FISHING LAKES PLEASE FISH-
ERMEN AND COMMUNITIES IN
ARIZONA

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 187
million acres of national forest land al-
ready have 15,600 natural lakes for use
by the fishing publie, but, through co-
operative action with State fish and
game departments, the Forest Service of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture is
adding more where they are needed—
such as in the Southwest and Arizona.

Besides making fishing more acces-
sible to many, the popular program is
stimulating local economies.

It is a big “public” served by national
forest fishing waters. In 1967, the na-
tional forests attracted 13.9 million visi-
tor-days of fishing use. A visitor-day is
equivalent to a stay of 12 hours.

Under the terms of the formal work
agreements in developing new fishing
lakes, the Forest Service generally sur-
veys and clears the site, develops the ac-
cess road system, and installs recrea-
tional facilities.

The State builds dams, stocks the im-
poundments with fish, and usually
handles maintenance of dams and fish-
ery. Actual work by each agency may
vary, depending on available financing
and other local arrangements.

These impoundments are being added
to an already formidable inventory of
fishing waters available: 84,500 miles of
streams, 15,600 natural lakes with 1.4
million surface acres, and 2,630 reser-
voirs with 903,000 acres.

In Arizona, where water is often
scarce, four new impoundments have
appeared in national forests in recent
years.

Bear Canyon Lake, which was con-
structed in 1964 by the State game and
fish department at a cost of $175,000 un-
der a cooperative habitat improvement
program, last year recorded 7,500 visitor-
days use, mostly by fishermen. It is esti-
mated the rural communities of Heber,
Payson, and Winslow received financial
benefits totaling $83,900—$11.19 per
visitor per day.

In the same Sitgreaves National For-
est, the area of the Woods Canyon Lake
had practically no recreation use before
the lake was built by the State game
and fish department for about $164,000.
In 1967, some 89,500 visitor days were
recorded. The rural communities of He-
ber, Payson, Overgaard, Snowflake, and
Winslow benefited an estimated $1,066,-
000, as a result.

In the Coronado National Forest, the
State game and fish department built
Parker Canyon Lake for $334,600 in an
area which had previously had little rec-
reation use. Last year the 132-acre lake
recorded 9,700 visitor-days for benefits
to the local economies of Patagonia,
Sonoita, Canelo, Elgin, Nogales, and Bis-
bee of $115,000.

On the same forest, the showing was
spectacular after the construction of
Pena Blanca Lake. In an area where fish-
ing was practically nonexistent, the 1967
record was 98,900 visitor-days, resulting
in a boost to the economy of $1,178,000
for Nogales, Pena Blanca, and Tubac.
Its surface area is 49 acres.

This cooperative activity between the
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Forest Service and State of Arizona
agencies is of vast benefit to the State.

RURAL PROGRAMS NEEDED

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, much of what has come to be
known as the urban crisis has been
caused by the migration of former farm-
workers and other rural residents into
the cities.

An interesting editorial published in
the Washington Post of Sunday, May 12,
points out that a recent poll indicates
that a majority of Americans would
prefer to live in the counfry instead of
the city. If this be true, and I believe that
it is, then it seems to me that we are over-
looking an important possibility in not
trying harder to get the poor in our cit-
ies to emigrate to rural areas through job
or other inducements.

Surely programs can be devised to
make such emigration attractive. Amer-
ica until very recently has been a rural-
oriented nation. I believe that that fact
should be taken advantage of in our at-
tempts to deal with the crisis in the
cities.

I ask unanimous consent that the Post
editorial be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SLuM EMIGRATION

A recent survey by the Gallup Report,
showing that 56 per cent of Americans would
prefer to live in rural America, has a spe-
clal relevance now, when many are urging
relocation as one solution to the problems
of urban slum dwellers, The report indicates
that the number of citizens preferring city
life has dropped from 27 per cent in 1966
to 18 per cent in 1968. Those preferring sub-
urban life dropped from 28 to 25 per cent.
Those preferring small towns dropped from
31 to 29 per cent. The number preferring
the farm rose from 18 to 27 per cent.

No doubt sheer nostalgia contributes to
the high farm figure to some degree, But it is
a remarkable disclosure of preference in a
soclety where 70 per cent of the people are
urban dwellers and where only 6 per cent of
the people live on farms.

The National Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders strongly recommended emigration
from urban slums as an alternative of an
apartheid soclety in America. What the Gal-
lup Report indicates is a preference for rural
life that seems to show this might be feasi-
ble. Another part of the study shows that
there are job shortages in rural America that
could absorb much urban unemployment. A
third of all Americans live in central cities
where the unemployment rate is high, aec-
cording to Gallup. He found that half this
number would prefer to live in suburbia,
small towns or in farming areas. The task
of getting rural jobs and discontented slum
dwellers together ought not be beyond our
ingenulty.

DISTURBANCES ON COLLEGE
CAMPUSES

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, the
recent disturbances at Columbia Univer-
sity—and similar outbreaks at other
campuses throughout the country—have
been deeply disturbing, especially in light
of the riots, burning, and looting that
have plagued many of our Nation’s cities
in recent weeks and months.

But just as riots in our large-city Negro
ghettos will not be cured by repres-
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sive and retaliatory countermeasures,
neither will the student disturbances on
our college campuses be cured by some
of the punishments suggested in recent
days by several overzealous lawmakers.

I refer to proposals that students who
have participated in these disturbances
be denied Federal loans and scholarships.

This is no way to cure campus insur-
rection, and this is no way to teach these
irresponsible young men and women to
become responsible members of a free
society.

The answer lies in reform of academic
institutions and by clearer enforcement
of campus rules and regulations, not in
repressive fiscal and financial sanctions
which overreact to the problem and do
nothing to encourage a sound solution to
the irresponsible behavior of a minority
of our young college men and women.

Mr. President, this morning’s New York
Times contains an excellent editorial
which goes to the heart of this problem
and its eventual solution. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Campus COERCION

The threat by the House to punish rebel-
lious college students by cutting them off
from Federal loans and scholarships is a dan-
gerous excursion into political primitivism.
The disregard of campus democracy by a
minority of disruptive and irresponsible stu-
dente at Columbia and elsewhere in no way
justifies such Congressional vendettas in
direct conflict with democratic freedoms,
Campus stability must be safeguarded by
sound reforms on the part of the academic
community and by enforcement of its own
democratic rules, not by governmental
threats of fiscal sanctions.

It is deeply disturbing that so many poli-
ticlans appear to think of Federal subsidy
of students as an indulgent uncle’s bene-
faction. In reality, the extension of educa-
tional opportunities is at least as vital to
the future health of the nation as it is to
the personal careers of individual students.
But, more important, to turn Federal sti-
pends into a device to regulate student views
and behavior is to stoop to methods generally
assoclated with totalltarian states. Such ac-
tion can only give support to those extrem-
ists among today's students who charge that
the campus is doing the mercenary bidding
of a repressive establishment.

Federal interference with higher educa-
tion is an intolerable, viclation of academic
freedom. To permit such intrusions would
undermine the nation’s security far more
severely than the disruptive insurrection of
irresponsible youths.

LEADERSHIP OF POOR PEOPLE'S
MARCH FACE GRAVE RESPONSI-
BILITIES—MUST AVOID DISRUPT-
ING GOVERNMENT AND SHUN
INVOLVEMENT WITH ANTI-AMER-
ICAN INFLUENCES

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
Poor People’s March on Washington
has begun. The leadership of this effort
face grave responsibilities, not the least
of which are to exert every effort to avoid
any disruption of the functions of Gov-
ernment, either in the executive or legis-
lative branches. Equally, the leadership
of the march must shun involvement
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with Communists and avoid any com-
plicity with anti-American influences.

On May 2, 1968, in this forum, I
brought to attention the fact that in the
poor march leadership’s advance conver-
sations here with Cabinet officials and
other high-level Government executives
I noted the presence in the group of
David Dellinger. I referred to Dellinger
as a self-professed Communist on the
basis of a May 1963 speech in New York
before the Militant Labor Forum. On that
occasion, Dellinger was quoted as having
said: “I am a Communist,” and qualified
this statement only slightly by describing
himself as “a non-Soviet Communist.”
Since that time, Dellinger has denied that
he is a Communist, but never denied
having made the remarks attributed to
him before the Militant Labor Forum. It
is further recorded that in a speech at
Yale University in 1965, Dellinger said
he was not a Communist but that he did
not mind working with them.

In fact, in late 1966, Dellinger visited
North Vietnam and Communist China.
Last fall, he returned to Hanol and had
a personal interview with North Viet-
namese President Ho Chi Minh. In 1964,
he had visited and praised Cuba under
its Communist leader, Castro. This is the
same David Dellinger who, during World
War II, refused to serve even as a con-
scientious objector and consequently
served a 3-year prison sentence. This is
also the same David Dellinger who was
one of the leaders of the march on the
Pentagon last fall who urged the partici-
pants to “storm” the Pentagon in defi-
ance of law and order and against the
orders of the U.S. marshals who sought
to prevent violence. This is documented.

I sincerely hope that anti-American
influences are absent or have been purged
from the leadership of the present march
and that in all of its aspects it will be
conducted as a law-abiding and thor-
oughly peaceful exercise of the right to
petition. I believe in this right.

But, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp an
article entitled “Guerrilla Warfare In-
side the United States,” written by David
Lawrence, and published in the Wash-
ington, D.C., Evening Star and other
newspapers on May 6, 1968.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

GUERRILLA WARFARE INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
(By David Lawrence)

The tendency here has been to brush aside
the theory that Communist influences may
have played a part in America's riots and dis-
turbances. Even the President's Commission
on Civil Disorders in its recent report said
it had found no evidence of “comspiracy.” But
it depends on what technical meaning is
given to the word, as unquestionably there
are many leaders and participants in the riots
who didn't have to be recruited by any Com-
munists, and there are some who have helped
to instigate a form of guerrilla warfare.

Today Congress has before it a formal re-
port submitted by the House Committee on
Un-American Activities which gives the back-
ground of the Communist conspiracy in the
last few years inside the United States In
relation to the disorders that have cost so
many lives and caused considerable damage
to private property. Chairman Edwin E,
Willis, D-La., in a foreword to the report says
in part:

“A few years ago the overwhelming ma-
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jority of Americans—including those best in-
formed about security matters—would have
scoffed at the idea of guerrilla warfare opera-
tions in the United States directed against
our government. Today this idea does not
seem as fantastic and ridiculous as it did
a relatively short time ago.

“During the 1964 Harlem riot, Jesse Gray,
the former Harlem organizer for the Com-
munist party, called for guerrilla warfare
against the United States. This committee has
received testimony Indicating that agents
of North Vietnam have trained some Amer-
icans in guerrilla warfare in Cuba.

“The Progressive Labor party, the major
Peking-oriented Communist organization in
the United States—again, according to testi-
mony received by this committee—has dis-
tributed literature not only calling for guer-
rilla warfare against this country, but even
spelling out how it should be conducted.

“Stokely Carmichael, speaking apparently
for the ultramilitant black nationalist ele-
ment in this country, recently stated: ‘Our
movement is progressing toward an urban
guerrilla war within the United States itself.’

“There can be no question about the fact
that there are mixed Communists and black
nationalist elements in this country which
are planning and organizing guerrilla-type
operations against the United States.

“This committee report is designed to alert
the Congress and the American people to
the plans and the strategy of some of these
elements—to alert them to the fact that
what seemed absurd a few years ago may
not be so farfetched today. . . .

“Today a new threat is arlsing—a threat
created by a mixture of Communists and
ultraracist conspirators.”

There follows a report of more than 30,000
words giving information about Communist-
related activities in the riots in Cleveland,
Watts and other places. The committee in its
conclusion says the advocates of guerrilla
warfare are assuming that most Americans
will discount the possibility of guerrilla
operations, and that the Communists are
“counting heavily on the fact that most
Americans will be mentally and emotionally,
as well as physically, unprepared.”

Just a few days ago Senator Jennings
Randolph, D-W. Va., in a speech to the Sen-
ate which got relatively little attention,
named David Dellinger as active in helping
to organize the Poor People’s March on Wash-
ington. The West Virginia senator referred
to Dellinger as “a key organizer and perhaps
chief proponent of the ‘March on the Pen-
tagon' " last fall, who had publicly an-
nounced that he is “a non-Soviet Commu-
nist.”

Randolph said that the leader of the so-
called Poor People’s March, the Rev. Ralph
Abernathy, “surely knows the record of David
Dellinger,” and asked: “Why does Rev., Ab-
ernathy permit or encourage this anti-Amer-
ican perpetrator of violence and hate to
stand by his side in conferences with mem-
bers of the Cabinet of the United States?”

Comments like these have been rare on
the floor of the House or Senate, but there
is a mounting trend toward a full discussion
of the ways by which the Communist move-
ment in this country is assoclating itself
with the “marches” and “demonstrations.”

Up to now even extreme utterances have
been passed by as coming within the domain
of “free speech,” but members of Congress
are beginning to take the view expressed by
Randolph—namely, that “the right of peti-
tion becomes a mockery” if those who come
to Washington to seek a redress of wrongs
also “seek to disrupt their government and
break our laws."

HAWAII PROPOSED AS SITE FOR
INTERNATIONAL DECADE OF
OCEAN EXPLORATION
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, 2 months

ago, President Johnson announced that
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he has instructed the Secretary of State
to explore with other nations their in-
terest in jointly launching an interna-
tional decade of ocean exploration for
the 1970's. Because other nations are
also seeking to exploit the promise of the
seas, the President said the United States
should invite and encourage their inter-
est, for the oceans that cover three-
fourths of our globe affect the destiny of
all mankind.

The President pledged that the United
States will:

Work to strengthen international law
to reaffirm the traditional freedom of the
seas;

Encourage mutual restraint among na-
tions so that the oceans do not become
the basis for military conflict; and

Seek international arrangements to
insure that ocean resources are harvested
in an equitable manner, and in a way
that will assure their continued abun-
dance.

On that occasion, in remarks in this
Chamber, I hailed the President’s pro-
posal as “‘a most exciting and challeng-
ing concept.” It is encouraging to know
that the Department of State has acted
promptly to consult with other nations
on the steps that could be taken to ex-
pand international cooperation and un-
derstanding of the oceans.

An informative and useful ediforial on
the “International Decade of Ocean Ex-
ploration”"—IDOE—was printed on May
8 in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin, titled
“For Inner Space, a Hawaii Base.” After
explaining and supporting the proposal,
the editorial offers the suggestion that
Hawaii be considered as the headquarters
site for IDOE. Said the editorial:

We (Hawail) offer a community that has
an intense interest in oceanography and one
that can be said to be centrally located as
regards the maritime nations of the world.
Hawadl already has been chosen as a site for
a number of East-West meetings. Its East-
West Center gives it an ideal backdrop for
many such sessions. Here ls a hospitable
climate at a crossroads in the world's greatest
ocean.

In recent years and months, Hawaii
indeed has been a hospitable setting for
international conferences and meetings
on marine affairs. Scientists and others
from many countries have convened in
Honolulu for discussions on ocean-re-
lated topics, such as fisheries, ocean cur-
rents, and tsunamis. More multinational
meetings are anticipated in the future,
as Hawaii grows in importance as a world
center of ocean science and technology.

The Star-Bulletin is to be commended
for advancing Honolulu as the headquar-
ters site for IDOE. I strongly recommend
that the Federal officials involved give
this suggestion early and serious consid-
eration.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

For INNER SPACE, A HAWAIl BAsSE

President Johnson has taken a signifi-
cant initiative toward making the explora-
tion of inner space quite different from that
of outer space.

In lieu of the Intense Russlan-American
rivalry in outer space, the President has pro-
posed that the two nations cooperate in
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an International Decade of Ocean Explora-
tion (IDOE).

He has ted that governments all over
the world pledge themselves to cooperative
deep sea exploration for a 10-year period
that could begin in 1970.

Some 46 mnations, attended a State De-
partment briefing on the proposal, though
without making any commitments on par-
ticipation.

The U.8. visualizes its contribution at 83
to 85 billion over the decade and suggests a
like amount from the U.8.8.R.

The antagonisms and unnecessary duplica-
tions of the space race would be minimized.
Cooperation would be the keynote.

The total U.8.-U.S.8.R. contribution of $6
to $10 billion would come to 60 to 80 per
cent of the total cost of IDOE, a reflection of
the fact that the oceanographic fleets of the
two nations are 60 to 80 per cent of the world
total.

Much of the contribution, in the case of
both nations, would be money they would be
spending anyway—but a greater total return
would be realized through the joint effort.

IDOE is visualized as starting modestly
sometime around 1970, building up to a first
peak of activity two years later and building
toa of maximum activity about mid-
decade when a variety of new platforms, in-
cluding ships and buoys, come into use.

The principal product of IDOE will be
oceanographic data. But its planners also
visualize progress toward worldwide stand-
ardization of instruments and the establish-
ment of international calibration facilities.

Prospects of U.S.S.R. participation in IDOE
are hopeful, but no nations have yet made
firm commitments to the plan.

Readers will be fascinated to note in this
connection that international cooperation in
oceanic exploration is for the U.S. as old as
the natlon itself—and not really a new idea
of President Johnson's.

On March 10, 1779, at the height of the
American Revolution, Benjamin Franklin
wrote a letter urging American ships to give
safe conduct to Capt. James Cook, the British
navigator, on his return from his voyages of
exploration in the Pacific.

Not knowing that Cook had been killed
in Hawail three weeks earlier, Franklin wrote
that Cook's early return to Europe was ex-
pected. ‘“Consider her not as an enemy,”
Franklin urged of Cook’s ship and asked that
Cook be given any needed help.

He spoke of the voyage of the “celebrated
navigator . . . to make discoveries of new
countries in unknown seas' in these terms:

“An undertaking truly laudable in itself,
as the Increase of Geographical Knowledge
facilitates the Communication between Dis-
tant Nations, in the exchange of useful Prod-
ucts and Manufactures and the extension
of Arts, whereby the common enjoyments of
human life are multiplied and augmented
and Science of other kinds increased to the
benefit of mankind in general.”

IDOE, too, can be an undertaking truly
laudable in itself.

As IDOE plans move forward, we respect-
fully suggest that an ideal headquarters site
for it would be Hawail, where Capt. Cook
died just two centuries before the end of
IDOE.

We offer a community that has an in-
tense interest in oceanography and one that
can be sald to be centrally located as regards
the maritime nations of the world.

Hawail already has been chosen as a slte
for a number of East-West meetings. Its
East-West Center gives it an ideal backdrop
for many such sessions.

Here is a hospitable climate at a cross-
roads in the world's greatest ocean. Russian
oceanographers already have visited here sev-
eral times aboard the research ship Vityaz
and found their community reception a
warm one.

Communications from Hawail are excel-
lent.
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Pending new air routes will make the
islands even more of an air hub than now.

Honolulu as the headquarters for IDOE
is a proposal that should be advanced early
and seriously.

MONEY COULD BE BETTER USED

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the cost of the so-called Poor Peo-
ple’'s Campaign, which is now underway
in W , is put at a figure of at
least $1 million, according to an article
published in today’'s New York Times.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorbp,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Cost OF PoOrR PEOPLE'S MARCH Is PUT AT $1
MILLION—SCLC AmE Says Funps Are T0
PERCENT SHORT OF GoAL SeT THROUGH
JunE 30

(By Walter Rugaber)

ATLANTA, May 12.—The Southern Christian
Leadership Conference expects its Poor Peo-
ple's Campaign, an antipoverty drive converg-
ing on Washington this week, to cost at least
$#1-million in cash and materials.

William A, Rutherford, executive director
of the conference, said in an interview yester-
day that only about 30 per cent of the re-
sources budgeted for the campalign through
June 30 had been obtained so far.

“People have the idea that we're ralsing
tremendous sums of money,” Mr. Rutherford
saild. “That is not the case at all, not at all.”
He and other conference officials seemed con-
fident, however, that the goal could be met.

Contributions to the organization’s Martin
Luther King Memorial fund have been ear-
marked for some type of monument to the
conference's assassinated president, Mr.
Rutherford said, and cannot be tapped for
the Washington effort.

He refused to disclose the amount received
by the memorial fund, asserting that it would
be “very indiscreet” to do so. Also, he sald,
the money has been collected at different
locations and a total has not been figured.

ADDITIONAL EXFPENSES

The $1-million needed for the Washington
campaign is in addition to the conference’s
ordinary operating expenses for items such
as salaries and regular civil rights activities.
On these, the organization normally spends
about $1-million a year.

The additional $1-million is required for a
wide variety of items. Mr. Rutherford cited
medical equipment, shower heads, sewage
systems, electrical wiring and telephone
lines. Air mattresses and sleeping bags will
cost $39,000, he said.

Dieticlans working on the Washington
campaign have placed the cost of meals for
each partlcipant at $1.30 a day, Mr, Ruther-
ford said, and if 4,000 join the effort the food
bill will reach $5,200 a day.

The number expected to camp in Washing-
ton for at least two weeks and possibly longer
may go above 4,000, The Rev. Andrew J.
Young, executive vice president of the con-
ference, sald that as many as 10,000 persons
might participate.

Transportation is the major financial prob-
lem, Mr. Rutherford said. He pointed out, for
example, that it would cost the organization
$3,900 to transport 50 persons from Los An-
geles to Washington by bus.

An advance contingent that arrived in
Washington today to erect housing for the
antipoverty demonstrators traveled from
Marks, Miss.,, on 10 Greyhound buses that
cost the conferences $11,703.

More than $1-million would be required if
the campaign went beyond June 30, Mr,
Rutherford indicated. There has been talk
among the organizers of demonstrating at
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both political conventions later in the
summer.

Mr. Rutherford estimated that about 75
per cent of the expenses would involve cash,
with donations “in kind"” making up the bal-
ance. He said the $300,000 raised so far in-
cluded both types of contributions.

The largest cash donation reported so far
was $25,000 from a supporter who asked to
remain anonymous. One of the smallest was
37 cents, handed in by an unidentified Negro
who appeared briefly at the conference’s
headquarters here.

Other poor people who cannot make the
trip, Mr. Rutherford said, have contributed
a loaf of bread or a pair of worn tennis shoes.
Negro women in Crawfordville, Ga., sewed
1,000 blue denim jackets.

There have been donations “in kind” from
more well-known sources. For instance, Mr.
Rutherford said, mobile telephones have been
installed free in vehicles on many sections
of the march by the American Telephone
and Telegraph Company.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HRUSEA

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, my able
and distinguished colleague from Ne-
braska, Senator Roman HRUSKA, recently
passed an important milestone in his life
and his service in the Senate. The Oma-
ha World-Herald, Nebraska's largest
newspaper, took occasion to herald this
event in its editorial column on Tues-
day, May 7. I ask unanimous consent
that the World-Herald's editorial be
printed in the Recorp so that all Mem-
bers of Congress may know of the high
esteem in which Senator Hruska is held,
not only by his colleagues but also by the
people of Nebraska.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

RomMaN HrUSKA'S MILESTONE

Today is a milestone in the life, and po-
litical career, of Senator Roman Hruska.

He has just passed the late Hugh Butler
in tenure of Senate service, and thus is
second only to George Norris in length of
time a Nebraskan has represented his state
in the Senate.

Mr. Hruska, now with 13 years, five months
and 29 days as a Senator, still has quite a
long way to go to equal Senator Norris with
his five full terms—30 years. Well, not quite
30 years, because the Lame Duck amend-
ment came along and that stopped Mr. Nor-
ris a couple of months short.

Mr. Hruska can take pride in his steady
advancement from junior Senator in 1954 to
a position today of influence and respect, to
membership in the unofficial but Influential
group of Senators regarded in Washington as
belonging to the Senate's inner ecircle, or
“elub."”

He is known as a man who does his home-
work, who works hard on two major com-
mittees and whose counsel is often sought
by colleagues on both sldes of the Senate
aisle,

Roman Hruska probably has no ambition
to pass the Norris mark, for that would take
him past his eightieth year. But the hard-
working Nebraskan, whom many Omahans
first knew as a member of the Douglas
County Board, looks good for many more
years of active and efficlent service to the
people of his state.

ACTION IS ESSENTIAL NOW TO WIN
HUMAN RIGHTS BATTLE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
United States is determined to do its best
to abolish all kinds of discrimination
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and violation of human rights to bolster
the idea that men everywhere are
created equal.

However, the Committee on Foreign
Relations delay in acting on the Human
Rights Conventions on Forced Labor,
Genocide, Freedom of Association, and
Political Rights of Women frustrates the
hopes of this country for human rights
for all mankind. The Dodd subcommittee
did an excellent job in hearings on these
Conventions but the committee members
should take a new, hard look at the
treaties, end the consequences of this
lingering inactivity and take steps that
are long overdue.

Four American Presidents have
worked for the establishment of interna-
tional standards of human rights. Our
Ambassadors and delegates to the United
Nations, too, have contributed a great
deal of effort toward advancing the
battle for the universal recognition of
human dignity and human rights.

Yet these treaties lie largely ignored in
the Foreign Relations Committee.

I again urge Senators to affirm the
U.S. commitment to human rights and to
the United Nations by voting for the rati-
fication of these Conventions.

RUMANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, May 10 is
an important day in the history of the
people of Rumania—it is the national
holiday of the Rumanian people, com-
memorating three great events. On this
day in 1866 the Rumanian dynasty was
established; in 1877 the Principality of
Rumania proclaimed its independence
from the Ottoman Empire; and in 1881
Charles I was crowned King of Rumania.
But independence for Rumania was short
lived, as the country was subjugated first
by Nazi Germany and then by Soviet
Russia.

In spite of the years of Soviet-style
domination, the people of Rumania have
kept alive their hopes for freedom and
eventual independence. The right of self-
determination is a basic principal of in-
ternational justice, and the United States
has emphasized over and again that it
is not reconciled to the permanent im-
position of Communist domination of
the people of Eastern Europe. Therefore,
as we commemorate this traditional na-
tional holiday of the Rumanian people
we must reaffirm our support of their
hopes for national self-determination.

THE YANKTON JUNIOR LEADERS

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, per-
mit me to invite the Senate’s attention
to a rather remarkable youth program
called Junior Leaders, which is being
operated and funded locally in Yankton,
S. Dak.

Sometime ago, a young student at
Yankton College, Tom Oshorne, of Rich-
field, Ohio, started playing touch football
with grammar school pupils of the Yank-
ton school system. Through his ingenuity
and imagination, he soon had 250 boys
participating in a supervised Pee Wee
Football League. He and his associates
now have a program for both boys and
girls with courses ranging from dancing
to field hockey. Today, in a program of
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more than 800 youngsters, there are no
delinquent problems, and the children
are being given physical fitness training
together with a wide variety of sports
and cultural activity.

On a recent trip to Yankton, I had the
privilege of speaking to this group. Next
year, courses in student government are
planned, in conjunction with physical
activity. I ask unanimous consent that
an article published recently, telling
of Tom Osborne and his activities, be
printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

STUDENT “DEMONSTRATION" HEeERE DIFFERS
MARKEDLY FroM OTHER YoUTH MOVEMENTS

Tobay
(By Dale Bruget)

There 1s a large scale student demonstra-
tion going on in Yankton.

But what several hundred young people
here are demonstrating is quite the opposite
of what is seen in youth demonstrations
across the country which regularly rate wide-
spread coverage in the news media.

A handful of college students and a
swarm of boys and girls in the lower grades
of our elementary schools are busy demon-
strating their eagerness to engage in whole-
some activity for recreation and physical fit-
ness. They have been getting together four
days a week (after school and Saturdays)
for games and sports and exercises, and the
turn-out and enthusiasm have been so far
beyond expectations that other sessions are
being added in answer to the demand.

Over 500 children in grades 3-7 are in-
volved; more are expected to join the pro-
gram when the cwrent basketball season
is finished.

But this is hardly a subject for the TV
camera or national news bulletin. There is no
dramatic rock-throwing, no flag-burning, no
violence involved to “make news.”

It's noisy, There was a “march” on cam-
pus at Yankton College one evening. This is
a “mass” demonstration if you eount num-
bers.

But the objectives—fun, body-building,
character-development, team spirit, sports-
manship, cooperation, leadership, fair play,
responsibility—just don’'t rate national at-
tention.

National attention itself is, however, no
objective in the city-wide youth recreation
project launched the end of January by vol-
unteers at Yankton College.

GOOD SUPPORT

The only recognition the college men and
coeds are after is the interest and support
of parents and other adults in this imme-
diate community. And they have it.

There is a ground swell of approval in
Yankton which began with the Pee Wee foot-
ball program two seasons ago.

More and more parents are becoming in-
terested as their youngsters participate, and
more and more civic and service organiza-
tions in the community are looking to this
program as an outlet for their funds. Sev-
eral have pledged gifts of $100; more are
contemplating grants. Individuals, too, are
getting behind the program by putting their
personal checks in the mail.

The money being received is going right
to work, buying gym equipment.

But let's have a look at recent develop-
ments in the youth recreation am.

Tom Osborne, director, tells about it in
personal speaking appearances wherever he
is invited. Tonight he is saying a few words
at the combined choral concert being pre-
sented by Junior High and Sacred Heart
Schools;, next Tuesday and again on Feb.
26 he is slated to address the PTA, on Feb.
21 he speaks at the Elks Club.
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For the enlightenment of those who do
not have the opportunity to hear this affable
college sophomore from Ohio give his
“pitch”, here are a few of the special events
and highlights he has on tap at the present
time.

THEATER PARTY

Arrangements have been made with the
management of the Dakota Theater for a
special cutrate showing of “The Sound of
Musle” for the children this Saturday morn-
ing. They will be meeting at the college gym
(Fargo Memorial Union Building) at 8:15
and trek to the theater together for the
three-hour movie starting at 9:30, then they
will return to the gym together by 1:30 p.m.
The several hundred children will be accomn-
panied by the college student volunteers who
are conducting the recreation program.

Incidentally, the name of the project may
be changed to Yankton Junior Leaders.

On order are 20 red, white and blue T-
shirts which will be worn by selected “lead-
ers” each day. This gave Osborne and his
helpers the notion of changing the name
from Yankton Youth Recreation to Yankton
Junior Leaders.

“The shirts aren't even here yet, but the
kids are already competing for the oppor-
tunity of wearing them,” Osborne says.

Leadership is one of the gqualities the YC
people hope to develop in the children they
are working with.

NEW OFFICE

Starting in the next few days, the Yank-
ton Junior Leaders staff will have an office at
Yankton College from which to conduct the
business of this city-wide program. Dr.
Donald B. Ward, college president, has of-
fered free space in Fargo Memorial Union
for this purpose. The office will serve as a
communications hub for the program, and
people in the community will be encouraged
to phone or write their questions and/or
suggestions, perhaps even complaints, to
that office. Checks may also be malled there,
made out to Yankton Youth Recreation or
Yankton Junior Leaders.

Osborne notes that several generous
pledges have been received to date, but there
is a critical need for “hard cash" right now
when purchases must be made.

By their own request, the Tth grade boys
will have an intermural basketball program
starting Feb. 23. They will be playing at
Fargo gym from 4:30 to 6:30. They will be
required to make up their own teams and
name them. Their coach will be Tom Correra.

SPECIAL EVENTS

For special entertainment, Dr. Ward of the
college has been “booked"” for a puppet show
and magician’s act at the gym March 9.,

PURCHASES

Other purchases to date include 10 basket-
balls, eight volleyballs, one soccer ball, First
Ald equipment, soft balls and bats. Some
coaching equipment has been donated by
Royal Sport Shop. Osborne hopes that a cage
ball or two and perhaps a gym dolly can
be acquired as soon as funds come in.

The cage ball is a three-foot stuffed plastic
or leather ball which is used in a team
“pushing” game. The gym dolly is a platform
on wheels used for leg and arm exercise,

Arrangements are being worked out for
the boys and girls to swim in Benet Pool
several times each week, and a water safety
program will be incorporated in the fun.
Dale Electronics has pledged $100 toward pay-
ment of the swim fees.

Arts and crafts are in demand among the
youngsters, and this phase of recreation is
being introduced Feb. 20 with Sisters Sharon
and Corita of Sacred Heart School as coordi-
nators. They have ordered supplies for draw-
ing, painting, clay modeling and related ac-
tivitles. These materials are proving to be
more costly than anticipated, so additional
funds are needed, Osborne points out.
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NEW ACTIVITIES

New activities for girls have been incorpo-
rated, at their own request.

There 1s now a Tuesday after school ses-
sion for 5th and 6th grade girls.

The program has been expanded in include
a session for 3rd and 4th grade girls on Sat-
urday afternoons.

A Tth grade girls' “‘cell” group has been
formed for discussion., All the instructors
meet with this group, when possible, and the
children are encouraged to chat informally
about such topics as friendship, school af-
fairs, etc.

The girls have asked that Tom Merrill of
the Junior High School faculty be invited to
speak to them, He was recently named “Out-
standing Young Educator” by the Yankton
Jaycees. The girls are asking that Merrill
come to their session wearing informal
clothes (not a sult) and white sox, please.

Girls in the program have also asked for
popular dancing lessons (getting ready for
school parties).

Their first cheer leading clinic was held
last week, and 150-200 girls in 5th and 6th
grades attended. This session met with great
enthuslasm, and it was followed by a
“march” through the campus buildings in
support of the Greyhounds. This group of
youngsters will, naturally, practice its skills
at the Tth grade basketball games.

STAFF STUDENTS

Two Yankton College coeds have been
added to the staff of volunteer directors.
They are Bonnie Taylor and Phyllis Bach-
man, joining Linda Humeston and Margaret
Smith. In addition, volunteers are now being
sought at Mount Marty College. There are
five YC men on the staff, Tom Correra,
George Knockenhauer, Rod Koenig, Dennis
O'Neil and Dennis Chapman.

All the student volunteers are responsible
people pursuing majors which are compatible
with children’s work and recreation, Osborne
points out. Their interest and enthusiasm
for the program are matched only by the
energles and excitements being shown by
the children, he adds.

A source of deep satisfaction for the di-
rector is the fact that the program has
“grown naturally” in Yankton, and that it
has merited such city-wide approval and
cooperation. He hopes that it will form the
root system for a city-funded, Year-around
youth recreation effort.

“It's all for the Kkids; what they want,
we've done,” Osborne says in an oversimpli-
fication of the volunteer program.

For another special attraction, Osborne
has made personal contact with South Da-
kota's two U.S. senators, inviting them here
to speak to the boys and girls. Sen. Karl
Mundt has accepted for May 24; Sen. George
McGovern’s date is yet to be confirmed.

By this means, Osborne hopes to introduce
the youngsters to the idea of government,
and at the same time, capture the interest
and attention of the two men in Congress.

Physical fitness drills occupy the first
share of the time at each recreation session,
and a public contest will be slated later in
the season.

COOPERATIVES IN AGRIBUSINESS

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the farm
credit banks serving the Eighth Farm
Credit District, which includes Wyo-
ming, has just purchased copies of a
teaching guide called cooperatives in
Agribusiness for distribution to every
vocational agriculture teacher in my
State.

This publication, prepared by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Farmer Co-
operative Service, meets a real need for
teaching material on cooperatives and
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their place in our private enterprise sys-
tem.

It is particularly timely because it ex-
plains how people at all economic levels
can get into the mainstream of Ameri-
can commerce.

The guide points out to students that
the cooperative is a corporation that
looks about the same and operates in
much the same way as any other busi-
ness. The difference is in motive,

The co-op does not make a profit for
itself as a business. It exists because a
number of people with a common busi-
ness or consumer interest find that they
as a group can transact business or per-
form a service more economically or
efficiently than each could do individu-
ally. This is the cooperative approach.

Other type business firms are moti-
vated by prospective profits on invested
capital. Their entire pattern of opera-
tions—commodities handled, services
performed, operating procedures—is
planned and executed with profits as the
goal. The reward is unquestioned. We
are the world's most productive nation.

Part of this tremendous productivity
can be attributed to the cooperative ap-
proach as a business instrument. Banks
have cooperative clearing houses. Rail-
roads have their express agency. Con-
sumers and other groups have credit
unions. Newspapers have a cooperative
news collection service. Independent
grocers operate cooperative wholesale
warehouses. Farmers have marketing co-
ops, farm supply co-ops, and service
CcO-0ps.

Thus, cooperative business activities
are found throughout our economy.

The cooperative approach is one way
groups bring greater efficiency to their
own operations. It is a way for them to
introduce greater competition in a field.

The co-op often serves as a pressure
valve in the economy when costs of sup-
plies or services in a particular field are
prohibitive. In other cases it assures buy-
ers they are getting the most possible for
their money.

Perhaps the greatest value, however, is
benefits of a co-op to those trying to gain
an economic foothold in farming or in
some other business. For these the few
dollars gained from cutting costs of sup-
plies or the income earned from finding
a market through cooperative action
sometimes means more food on their
tables.

The cooperative approach also in-
creases their opportunity for business
growth. It helps them achieve some of
their aspirations.

For these reasons I am glad to see this
Farmer Cooperative Service guide ex-
plaining the ways of doing business in
the United States. Students need to learn
about all kinds of business they will en-
counter in their careers, and the guide
places the co-op in its proper perspective
in the Nation’s economic life.

The farm credit banks—which make
loans to farmer co-ops through the banks
for cooperatives and to farmers through
production credit and Federal land bank
associations—are performing a worth-
while service in distributing the guide to
schools. I understand the Farmer Co-
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operative Service has other requests for
many thousands of copies of the publica-
tion for schools and youth groups across
the country. I think the guide will be an
excellent teaching aid for acquainting
students with the cooperative enterprise.

SMALL BUSINESS WEEK PRO-
CLAIMED IN WISCONSIN

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Governor of Wisconsin has proclaimed
this week of May 12 as ‘“‘Small Business
Week"” in our State, calling upon cham-
bers of commerce, industrial and com-
mercial organizations, boards of trade,
and other public and private organiza-
tions to recognize through appropriate
ceremonies the tremendous contribution
small business has made to American
know-how and progress.

This proclamation comes less than 1
week after the head of the Small Busi-
ness Administration, Robert C. Moot,
listed some of the Administration's im-
pressive contributions to the strength
of small businesses across the United
States in a “state of the agency’” mes-
sage. The message was a preliminary to
National Small Business Week which, of
course, is also being commemorated this
week.

Among the impressive accomplish-
ments of the SBA during the 15 years of
its existence are assistance to small firms
in getting $9.9 billion in subcontracts
from Federal procurement prime con-
tractors; assistance to 1,500 local devel-
opment projects producing more than
64,000 jobs; and loans of almost $100 mil-
lion to small businessmen displaced by
federally aided projects. As former chair-
man of the Small Business Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Banking and
Currency, I am particularly proud of
this record of progress because it is due
in part to continuing cooperation be-
tween SBA and the Congress.

I salute all of the Nation's small busi-
nessmen whose difficulties are at times
great, but whose rewards must include
the knowledge that they are living testi-
monials to the vitality of the American
dream. I ask unanimous consent that the
Wisconsin Small Business Week procla-
mation be printed in the REcoRbD.

There being no objection, the procla-
mation was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

A PROCLAMATION

Whereas, small business strength means
economic health; and

Whereas, the small businessmen of this
state have joined their colleagues across the
Nation in strengthening the economic and
social roots of the society, and

Whereas, small businesses are close to the
American consumer, providing much of the
goods and the majority of the services we
need in our daily lives; and

Whereas, small businesses are the source
of many innovaticns in products and mer-
chandizing; and

Whereas, the small businessman is a prime
investor in his community—investing in
people, both those he serves and those he
employs:

Now, therefore, I, Warren P, Enowles, Gov-
ernor of the State of Wisconsin, do hereby
proclaim the week of May 12, 1968, as “Small
Business Week” in the State of Wisconsin,
and T call upon the chambers of commerce,
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industrial and commerecial organizations,
boards of trade, and other public and pri-
vate organizations to participate in cere-
monies recognizing the contribution made
by the small businessmen of this state to the
progress and well-being of our people.

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the Great Seal of the
State of Wisconsin to be affixed. Done at the
Capitol in the City of Madison this twenty-
ninth day of April in the year of our Lord
one thousand nine hundred and sixty-eight.

WARREN P. KNOWLES,
Governor.

WALTER BEHLEN WINS HORATIO
ALGER AWARD

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, tomor-
row, at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel in
New York City, the American Schools
and Colleges Association will present its
22d annual Horatio Alger Awards.

The list of honorees includes such
prominent Americans as Comedian Bob
Hope, Ambassador Arthur J. Goldberg,
and Chicago Bears Coach George Halas.

I am proud to say that it also in-
cludes a distinguished Nebraska busi-
ness and civic leader, Mr. Walter D.
Behlen, of Columbus, Nebr. He is the
first Nebraskan ever selected for this
coveted award.

The award was started several years
ago because of a concern over a growing
belief among American youth that op-
portunity was a thing of the past in this
country; that it was no longer possible
to have a real-life version of the Ho-
ratio Alger story.

The American Schools and Colleges
Association rejects this notion and chose
to demonstrate its confidence in Amer-
ican opportunity by selecting each year
nine or 10 men and women who by their
own efforts had pulled themselves from
a disadvantaged position to success in
their fields of endeavor.

Each year hundreds of names of busi-
ness and professional leaders from all
walks of American life are submitted to
the nominating committee. After careful
screening, some 18 to 20 names are ppe-
sented to about 3,000 campus leaders in
more than 500 colleges and universities.
These young leaders then vote to select
those whose careers best reflect the
spirit of achievement in spite of ob-
stacles. The purpose of taking this vote
at the college level is to help impress
upon the young people of our Nation
that these basic principles are still work-
ing in the lives of contemporary leaders
in American life.

Mr. Behlen’s life typifies the spirit of
the Horatio Alger program. He was born,
second of nine children, on a small farm
outside Columbus. Attaining an educa-
tion required the utmost effort when
sickness interrupted his high school at-
tendance. Five years later, at 23, and
while an express driver, he received his
diploma.

Behlen Manufacturing Co. was
launched in 1936 in partnership with his
father and two brothers—Walter Beh-
len’s garage serving as the “factory”
where lid clamps for wooden egg cases
were fabricated. The company presently
has an annual sales volume of $19 mil-
lion and manufactures a line of farm
products and steel building systems.
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Mr. President, I extend warm con-
gratulations to Mr. Behlen on this much
merited recognition of his leadership,
and I salute the American Schools and
Colleges Association for its efforts to
demonstrate that opportunity still
knocks in America.

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS WEEK

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this is Na-
tional Small Business Week. In the Na-
tion’s Capital it is being marked by the
meeting of the Small Business National
Advisory Council. In my own State, small
business also is being honored, along
with the Small Business Administration.
Gov. Stanley K. Hathaway has pro-
claimed this Small Business Week in
Wyoming, calling upon the public to
recognize the contributions made by
small businessmen of the State to the
progress and well-being of the people.

I wish to associate myself with this
request and to honor, at the same time,
the Small Business Administration for
its excellent record of 15 years. The SBA
has put more than $5 billion in loans into
small business, provided management as-
sistance where needed, and taken count-
less other steps toward the strengthen-
ing of small business in America. I ask
unanimous consent that the procla-
mation marking Small Business Week in
Wyoming be printed in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the procla-
mation was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

PROCLAMATION

Whereas, small business strength means
economic health; and

Whereas, the small businessmen of this
state have joined their colleagues across the
nation in strengthening the economic and
soclal roots of our soclety; and

Whereas, small businesses are close to the
American consumer, providing much of the
goods and the majority of the services we
need in our daily lives; and

Whereas, small businesses are the source
of many innovations in products and mer-
chandising; and

Whereas, the small businessman is a prime
investor in his community—investing in
people, both those he serves and those he
employs;

Now, therefore, I, Stanley K. Hathaway,
Governor of the State of Wyoming, do here-
by designate the week beginning May 12,
1968, as Small Business Week in Wyoming,
and call upon the Chambers of Commerce,
industrial and commerclal organizations,
boards of trade and other public and private
organizations to participate in ceremonies
recognizing the contributions made by the
small businessmen of this state to the prog-
ress and well-being of our people.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the Great Seal of the
State of Wyoming to be affixed this 20th day
of April, 1968,

STANLEY K. HATHAWAY,
Governor.

THE LOSS OF A GOOD MAN

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I am
sorry to note the death last week of Am-
bassador Z. K. Matthews, of Botswana.

Although he had held his post for less
than 2 years, he had earned the respect
and admiration of official Washington
and his loss will be felt by many.

Botswana is a new country; young and
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poor. It has, however, the energy and
enthusiasm of youth and it is certainly
not poor in its plans and hopes for the
future,

It was perhaps surprising, but cer-
tainly suitable, that the first ambassador
Botswana was to send to this country
should be, not a young man but, rather,
a man who already had achieved a dis-
tinguished career. Ambassador Mat-
thews was not only a diplomat: he was
a philosopher, a scholar, a theologian
and a lawyer. His work with the World
Council of Churches was widely known
and appreciated.

Ambassador Matthews, responsible and
respected, by his presence here in Wash-
ington demonstrated to us all the deter-
mination of Botswana to build a new
nation, independent and free, trusted and
trustworthy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article published in the
Washington Post of May 12 be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Z. K. MATTHEWS: AMBASSADOR OF BOTSWANA

Zachariah Keodirelang Matthews, Bot-
swana's Ambassador to the United States
since the African country became independ-
ent in 1966, died yesterday at Georgetown
Hospital after a brief illness.

Mr. Matthews, 66, had been hospitalized
since suffering a heart attack in early April.

A lawyer and educator, Mr. Matthews was
appointed ambassador the week after the
declaration of his country's independence
from Britain in September, 1966. It was for-
merly the Protectorate of Bechuanaland,

Born in the Republic of South Africa, Mr.
Matthews studied law at the University of
Fort Hare in South Africa, received a master’s
degree in law at Yale University and studied
anthropology at the London School of Eco-
nomies,

He taught law at Fort Hare and for many
years was an official with the World Council
of Churches in Geneva, Switzerland.

He 1s survived by his wife, Frieda, of the
embassy here; two sons, Joe Matthews, a
London lawyer, and Itumeleng Matthews, a
doctor in Botswana; and a daughter who is
a doctor in Botswana.

THE SLOVAKS AND THE
PITTSBURGH PACT

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, Slovakia,
the annual publication of the Slovak
League of America, which is holding its
Jubilee Congress in Pittsburgh May 19
to 21, includes an article entitled, “The
Slovaks and the Pittsburgh Pact,” writ-
ten by Peter P. Hletko, M.D., commem-
orating the 50th anniversary of the Pitts-
burgh Pact.

The historical agreement was made in
that city in my Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, on May 30, 1918, and was signed
in Washington, D.C., on November 14,
1918, by Thomas G. Masaryk, the first
President of the Czecho-Slovak Republic.

Stephen J. Tkach, president of the
League, wrote in his introduction to the
commemorative edition:

In slgning the Pittsburgh Agreement in be-
half of the Czech people, Professor Masaryk
made it clear that it was the intent of the
Czech leaders to make the Czecho-Slovak
Republic a model state in which the world
would see a working model of a federation
with laaderahlp emanattng from the finest of



12932

two distinet ethnic cultures, the Czech and
the Slovak peoples.

Dr. Hletko’s article is a well docu-
mented historical account of the events
which led up to and followed the Pitts-
burgh Agreement. I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from the article be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Masaryk finally came to Pittsburgh and on
May 30, 1918, the Slovaks there made a tre-
mendous celebration over his visit. Masaryk
spoke there first in English, then in Czech.
He said beautiful things. He was proud that
by birth he really is a Slovak. He prided
himself on working many years for the cause
of bringing the Czechs and Slovaks closer
together. He said that there should be no
differences among us.

- * * L] -

The next day, May 31st, according to the
official report of the Slovak League Press
Bureau—The Czecho-Slovak National Coun-
cil met in the same building and Masaryk
attended the sesslon. “At this session,’” says
the report, “Prof. Masaryk performed an act
which shall always have historical signifi-
cance in the history of the Czechs and
Slovaks. This act consisted of a new agree-
ment between the Czechs and Slovaks.
Professor Masaryk wrote the new agreement
himself, and it establishes the relations
between the two nations. According to this
agreement, Czecho-Slovakia shall be a Re-
public in which Slovakia shall form a com-
pletely self-governed part with its Slovak
capitol, its Slovak parliament, its Slovak
schools, its Slovak courts of Justice and its
own (public) control. Albert Mamatey,
president of the Slovak League shall get a
copy of this agreement. He shall publish it
in the near future. Masaryk concluded his
mission among the Slovaks in Pittsburgh in
this way."

- * - - -

In the meantime, things were happening
in rapid succession. The United States Gov-
ernment and the governments of the Allies
recognized the fight of the Czechs and
Slovaks for their freedom and in fact, made
their independence one of the conditions of
peace. The Czecho-Slovak Republic was
formally proclaimed on October 28, 1918,
and was in reality recognized by the Allled
powers some time previous to that. An event,
however, that is of utmost importance to us
is, that in the meantime, Professor Masaryk,
the chairman of the recognized Czecho-
Slovak National Council, the temporary
government of the new Czecho-Slovak State,
was elected first President of the Czecho-
Slovak Republic by that Council. Immediately
Masaryk was asked to leave America and
come to the scene where activity was great-
est, and where his presence, as of the Presi-
dent, was now needed most. Masaryk left
for the Czecho-Slovak Republic on Novem-
ber 20, 1918, from New York on the 8S.
Carmen.

As soon as the news reached America that
Professor Masaryk was elected president and
that he was to leave soon, Mamatey, at the
inslstence of some of the Slovak leaders, went
to see Masaryk in Washington before his de-
parture, and there in Washington on Novem-
ber 14, 1918, as the qualified President of the
Czecho-Slovak Republic, Masaryk signed the
Pittsburgh Pact. The Pittsburgh Pact, which
he signed, read as follows:

“CZECHO-SLOVAK PACT
“Agreed Upon in Pittsburgh, Pa., on May
30th, 1918
“Representatives of the Slovak and Czech

Organizations In the United States: The Slo-
vak League, the Czech National Alliance, and
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the Alliance of Czech Catholics, discussed
the Czecho-Slovak gquestion in the presence
of the chairman of the Czecho-Slovak Na-
tional Council, Prof. Masaryk, and the pro-
gram declarations made up to this time and
resolved the following:

“We approve the political program which
endeavors to unite the Czechs and Slovaks
in an independent state of the Czech lands
and Slovakia;

“Slovakia shall have its own administra-
tion, its own parliament and its own courts.

“The Slovak language shall be the official
language in the school, in office and in pub-
lic life in general.

“The Czecho-Slovak state shall be a re-
public, its constitution shall be democratic.

“The organization of the cooperation of
the Czechs and Slovaks in the U.S. shall be
intensified and arranged with mutual under-
standing as necessity and the changing con-
ditions shall require.

“The detailed regulations for the estab-
lishment of the Czecho-Slovak state are left
to the liberated Czechs and Slovaks and their
legal representatives.”

- - - - L]

This is the story of the Pittsburgh Pact.
It was implemented for a short time and
eventually led to Slovak independence and
the Slovak state.

It is still a great historical document that
all sincere, conscious and loyal Slovaks re-
vere and respect. The original copy is here
in the U.S.A. The delegation of the Slovak
League when asked to leave the document in
Slovakia in 1938 refused to do so on orders
of the entire organization. Even when asked
during the existence of the Slovak state to
send the document to Slovakia as a historical
museum piece, the Slovak League refused,
realizing that conditions were not perma-
nent and stable enough and that opponents
of the document would seek to destroy it and
remove all evidence of the fact that the
Slovaks had been promised and guaranteed
their rights and autonomy. The Slovak League
refused to part with the document and kept
it here in America—in safety.

FIREARMS LEGISLATION IN NEW
JERSEY

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, after 4 years steeped in con-
troversy, the State of New Jersey adopted
amendments to its weapons control law
which, in effect, defined more closely
those persons deemed unfit to deal in
firearms. The 1966 New Jersey law added
to an earlier law requiring permits for
purchasers of handguns to include the
purchase of rifles and shotguns.

Under this law no person can pur-
chase a rifle or shotgun unless he has ob-
tained a firearms purchaser identifica-
tion card. In order to obtain a permit to
purchase a long gun or an identification
card, application must be made with the
local chief of police or the superintend-
ent of State police if there is no full-time
police department where the applicant
resides. Besides requiring certain stand-
ards for applicants, the New Jersey law
requires the individual to supply his fin-
gerprints which are cleared through
local State police and the FBI files to
determine his background. No more
stringent and effective State law apply-
ing to rifles, shotguns as well as hand-
guns may be found in the United States.

The able and respected attorney gen-
eral of the State of New Jersey, Arthur
Sills, a frequent witness before House
and Senate committees on gun legisla-
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tion, has recently reported to a regional
conference of attorneys general on the
“Regulatory Effect of the New Jersey
Gun Law.” I ask unanimous consent that
his remarks be printed in the REcoRbD.

For those skeptics who feel that gun
legislation will have little or no effect in
keeping firearms from those who society
deems unfit to possess them—the felon,
addict, the juvenile, the mentally incom-
petent—I strongly suggest you read this
report. Furthermore, I suggest to those
of you who are overly concerned that any
gun legislation, no matter how minimal
or unrestrictive, will have a harmful im-
pact on the sportsman, the hunter and
hunting licenses—that they, too, read
Mr. Sills’ informative and enlightening
report.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

FmREARMS CONTROL LEGISLATION
(Address by Attorney General Arthur J. Sills
before Eastern Regional Conference of At-

torneys General, Hershey, Pa,, May 9, 1968)

Shortly after the tragic assassination of Dr.
Martin Luther King, the prominent Swedish
historian Gunnar Myrdal stated:

“I love America deeply, but you take the
silly idea that everyone can buy a gun, Guns
are disappearing in Sweden. I am all against
your gun laws. It is argued that the con-
stitution supports them by holding that
every cltizen has the right to bear arms.
Then to hell with the constitution! To allow
everyone to have guns today is dangerous.”
(New York Post, April 9, 1968.)

It is clearly established, of course, that the
United States Constitution does not guaran-
tee an individual a right to firearms. Those
who argue in this manner distort the second
amendment to the Constitution which reads:

“A well-regulated militia being necessary
to the security of a free State, the right of
the people to keep and bear arms shall not
be infringed.”

I. PHILOSOPHY OF FIREARMS REGULATION

Notwithstanding the firearms control issue
has traditionally and deliberately been be-
clouded by the gun lobby's resort to errone-
ous constitutional interpretation, I am of
the opinion there is a more fundamental
philosophical difference which separates op-
ponents and proponents of gun control
legislation.

Throughout the many years I have been
involved in the debate over the efficacy of
controlling firearms, two philosophlies of
thought have become readily apparent. On
the one hand there are those who believe
that all firearms, by their very nature, are
dangerous instruments and society, therefore,
in order to protect itself, has a right to
prohibit the sale of these instruments to
dangerous or unfit persons. This group does
not quarrel with the privilege of gualified
persons to buy and possess pistols, revolvers,
rifles and shotguns for legitimate reasons. It
is concerned with the equation of dangerous
weapons in the hands of dangerous persons.
The ultimate answer to that equation is vio-
lence and crime. But to negate this equation,
it is argued that society must regulate all
of its citizens to protect against the indis-
cretions of a few,

On the other hand, there is a body of
thought which seems to be saying there is
greater need to protect gun ownership by
the minority than there is to protect society
against the potential misuse of guns. Fire-
arms are given some sanctified status im-
mune from the rationale of regulatory con-
trol. It is also implied that this sanctity ex-
tends to gun owners whose interests tran-
scend the interests of soclety as a whole.



May 13, 1968

They suggest that, in some mysterious way,
the misuse of firearms can be controlled and
the protection of innocent men, women and
children maintained if we seek to regulate
only those individuals who have already used
thelr guns for violent purposes. In other
words, they would sell firearms, particularly
rifles and shotguns, to anyone and would
then limit the force of the law only to those
who use those firearms to commit crime.

We share the reasoning of those who be-
lieve the sale and possession of firearms
should be subject to regulatory control just
as are other dangerous instruments or items
which are part of the contemporary Ameri-
can scene. Moreover, we belleve that the
most effective method of implementing con-
trol is to discriminate /between persons fit
to possess guns and those persons, who, com-
mon sense tells us, would be dangerous with
firearms in their possession.

There iz no other weapon on the face of
this earth which is used more to murder
human beings than a firearm. There is no
other instrument, therefore, more qualified
for regulatory control.

Certainly society has been sensible enough
to regulate the use of other potentially
dangerous items. We have established stand-
ards for persons who wish to drive auto-
mobiles. We attempt to limit the use of
potentially harmful drugs to those persons
under supervised medical care. We would
not entrust the fate of airplane passengers
to an unfit pilot. We would not let someone
apply the science of medicine unless he had
met rigid educational requirements. The list
is virtually endless where regulatory control
has been applied in the interest of public
health, safety and welfare. The purpose in
every case is to prevent harm to members
of society.

II. REGULATORY NATURE OF THE NEW JERSEY LAW

By the same token, the state of New Jersey
enacted in June of 1966 a weapons control
law—regulatory in nature—which has as its
primary thrust the prevention of firearm
crimes. Our primary target is those persons
whose background classifies them as unfit
to buy guns. These include criminals, mental
defectives, drug addicts, habitual drunkards,
persons physically incapable of handling
firearms safety, persons under the age of 18,
and persons to whom the issuance would
not be in the public health, safety, or wel-
fare.

In order to assure that qualified persons
would not be denled firearms privileges, the
law prescribes a clear and effective screen-
ing process. The individual makes applica-
tion with his local police chief or the super-
intendent of state police, as the case may
be, and provides his fingerprints which are
the critical facility for determining his back-
ground. It is recognized by everyone knowl-
edgeable in law enforcement that fingerprints
are the only effective means to determine a
person’s criminal background. A mere name
check is virtually worthless,

Once the applicant is deemed qualified,
he is issued a permit if he wishes to buy a
handgun or a firearms purchaser identifica-
tion card if he wishes to buy rifles and shot-
guns, The I.D. card entitles the holder to
buy as many rifles and shotguns as he
pleases, unless he subsequently becomes dis-
qualified under the law.

I emphasize again that the primary pur-
pose of this procedure is to prevent poten-
tially dangerous persons from buying fire-
arms and, thereby, to prevent them from
using said weapons to commit crimes. This,
of course, will not prevent all crimes com-
mitted with guns. Because of compromise
nee to effect the passage of our law,
it only applies to firearms sold after it took
effect on August 2, 1966. It also does not
prevent the purchase of guns in other states
by New Jerseyans unfit to do so in our state.
The former category could be covered by the
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complete registration of all guns, as F.B.I.
director, J. Edgar Hoover, has urged (F.B.IL
law enforcement bulletin, September, 1967).
The latter could be covered by a Federal law
prohibiting the interstate and mail order
traffic in guns to individuals.

III. REGULATORY EFFECT OF THE NEW JERSEY LAW

How has our own law worked? As of March
30, 1968, a total of 84,200 I.D. cards and
pistol permit applications had been approved
by local and state police. On the other hand,
over 7% had arrest records and a total of
1,606 applications have been denied. Approxi-
mately 75% of the denials were for criminal
arrest records, including such offenses as
first degree murder, rape, burglary, breaking
and entering, lewdness, and sex crimes of
various other types. The 1,606 persons cannot
purchase firearms legally in our state. I trust
the opponents of gun controls would not de-
fend the “right to bear arms” of the 1,606
so denied.

With respect to the impact on crime, pre-
liminary statistics from our uniform crime
reporting system indicate that firearms were
used in 44% of all murders committed in
New Jersey in 1967, as compared to 60%
nationwide in 1966. Rifles and shotguns were
used in 9% of all murders, as compared to
nearly twice the rate of 169 nationwide.
Furthermore, firearms were used in nearly
19% of all atrocious assaults nationwide as
compared to 129 in the state of New Jersey.

Another one of the time-worn arguments
of the gun lobby is that firearms laws affect
only the law-abiding citizen. Translation of
this “affection” has run the gamut from “dis-
arming the citizenry” to imposing an “un-
bearable inconvenience."” Here, again, is a
fallure to comprehend the essence of regula-
tory control. They suggest that gun regula-
tions affect only persons interested in guns.
They suggest that law-abiding gun fanciers
are lumped together with criminals while
the rest of society remains untouched.

The fact is, however, that once soclety
agrees to regulate certain things, every mem-
ber of that society accepts that he may some
day be subject to that regulation. Driver li-
censing, for example, is not directed solely
at persons who drive. It is directed at every
person over a certain age who may wish to
drive. This could include every single person
of qualified age, not just a segment of the
population interested in cars.

Nevertheless, what is this “effect” on law-
abiding citizens of which the gun lobby
speaks? It does not appear that the New Jer-
sey weapons control law has had any effect on
the sportsman’s pursuit of his favorite past-
time.

In 1966, the State Division of Fish and
Game sold more hunting licenses than it
did in 1865, In 1867 the total was even higher
when more than 156,000 licenses were sold,
as compared to the average sale in recent
years of 150,000. Furthermore, the bag of
deer in 1967 was 9,943 or 66 more than in
1966. This total is the third highest on rec-
ord, replacing 1966 in that ranking and ex-
ceeded only in 1959 and 1961 when more
liberal regulations prevailed.

All of this indicates I think quite clearly
that the purpose of our law is being ful-
filled: it is preventing the sale of guns to
unfit persons and, aside from the slight in-
convenience involved, it is not aflecting le-
gitimate gun fanciers.

IV. MANDATORY PENALTIES

I have noted that opponents of gun con-
trols are preoccupied with “regulating” only
persons who have already used firearms to
commit crimes. The solution which is most
often heard is that severe mandatory pen-
alties of 26 years or more in prison should
be imposed for crimes committed with guns.
The suggestion, of course, is that the threat
of severe mandatory penalties will deter
such crimes. This argument overlooks at
least two important considerations.
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On the one hand, we now save severe
penalties for crimes such as murder, but
these crimes are committed every day with
little or no thought of possible penalties,
The F.B.I. points out that 80% of all mur-
ders are of the passion variety involving rela-
tives or acquaintances. Here the easy acces-
sibility of firearms and their lethal nature
makes murder easy. The reality of this con-
clusion becomes apparent by virtue of the
fact that 60% of all murders committed in
this country in 1966 were committed with
firearms—16% with rifles and shotguns. This
means 4,800 persons were killed with guns
in 1966, regardless of the severe penalties
involved.

On the other hand, the argument for
severe mandatory penalties ignores the cost
of incarceration which would be involved.
Some time ago I estimated that in the State
of New Jersey, for the 7-year period 1958-
1965 alone, it would have cost the public
approximately $6,000,000 to keep all persons
convicted of firearms crimes behind bars.

In addition to the fact that severe pen-
alties do not deter certain crimes and the
question of prohibitive incarceration costs,
it should also be recognized that juries
might be less likely to convict when it is
known that a mandatory penalty of 25 years
is involved.

V. ATTEMPT TO REPEAL NEW JERSEY LAW

Notwithstanding the desirable regulatory
nature and effect of the New Jersey weapons
control law, perhaps you might have heard
an attempt is being made to repeal and re-
place it with a law which excludes the regu-
lation of rifles and shotguns. I do not be-
lieve, in the first place, that this repeal
attempt will be successful. If it should pass
in the legislature, I know it will be vetoed by
the Governor.

Time does not permit me to discuss all of
the shortcomings of the repeal bill, of which
there are many. Suffice it to point out it
would give carte blanche to a gun dealer to
sell rifles and shotguns to unfit persons if
the purchaser provides a certificate indicat-
ing he is not a criminal, drug addict, mental
defective and the like. Since this certificate
would not be given to the police, there is no
way to determine if the purchaser had lied.

The repeal bill would also require the su-
perintendent of State police to prepare a
monthly list of all persons convicted of
crime in the United States and disseminate
that list to more than 500 police chiefs and
sheriffs who would make it avallable to
“bona fide” sellers of firearms. Certainly
preparing and disseminating a list of 18,-
000,000 persons would be a monumental,
cosgtly, and, indeed, incomprehensible effort.
In any event, a mere name check would be
virtually worthless.

What all this really means is that the gun
lobby wants no real check at all.

Their repeal bill indicates the ludicrous
extremes to which they will go to exempt
rifles and shotguns from regulatory control.
It is an empty gesture which suggests to the
public it would be getting protection when,
in fact, it would be getting nothing at all—
except, of course, a higher tax bill to finance
a meaningless scheme.

This, mind you, is what the gun lobby has
termed “more comprehensible’” for the
sportsman and “easier for the police!”

VI. FEDERAL GUN CONTROLS

The same pattern of deception and sub-
terfuge has likewise been evidenced in the
gun lobby’'s continuous sueccess in blocking
the passage of Federal firearms controls,

I indicated to you earlier that the State of
New Jersey cannot control the interstate
and mail-order purchases of firearms by its
residents. While it may be illegal for a New
Jersey resident to purchase firearms through
the mails without first obtaining an I.D.
card or purchase permit, I am sure you rec-
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ognize it is virtually impossible to detect
such illegal purchases. We have also found
that many New Jersey residents, who prefer
to avoid the requirements of our law, have
made in-person purchases from gun dealers
in neighboring States. With respect to this
category, however, we have been informed
by the State police, who surveyed dealers re-
porting earlier losses, that sales of firearms
are now higher than before the law took
effect.

This is further indication that our law is
not affecting qualified firearms enthusiasts.
Sooner or later every sportsman will have
obtained an ID. card and, thus, will have
no reason to go out-of-state to purchase fire-
arms. Only unqualified people will have rea-
son to do so, and I am sure there are no
attorneys general here today who would want
their gun dealers to sell to unfit New Jersey
residents.

Certainly the devastation wreaked upon
the city of Newark last summer is conclusive
testimony to the ineffectiveness of our law
in preventing the importation of firearms
into New Jersey by persons with criminal
intent. Law enforcement authorities are con-
vinced that many of the weapons used by
snipers and rioters could not have been
purchased legally in New Jersey.

In view of this and more recent events,
Congress has still failed to enact sensible
interstate and mall-order firearms controls.
Presently, there is a provision, as part of
the “Safe Streets Act,” which has been re-
ported out of the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee and is being debated on the Senate floor,
which would ban the mail-order sale of
handguns, but not rifles and shotguns. Even
this version would not have been released
from the Judiciary Committee had it not
been for the assassinaiton of Dr. King, not-
withstanding he was murdered with a rifle.

Two other gun control versions were of-
fered by the administration, but were de-
feated in the Judiciary Committee. The one
which is most desirable and which the ad-
ministration supports would ban the malil-
order sale of all firearms. A rifle or shotgun,
however, could be purchased in-person by an
out-of-state resident if he meets gualifica-
tions in his own state. Thus, a New Jerseyan
with an I.D. eard could purchase a rifle or
shotgun in Pennsylvania, but someone with-
out an I.D. card could not. This provision
would complement our law perfectly.

If a New Jerseyan with an I.D. card wished
to buy a rifle he sees in a catalogue and
which is sold in California, all he need do
is have his local gun dealer order it for him.
This again would complement our law and
would certainly be of economic benefit to the
gun dealers of our state.

The other version which was defeated in
committee would have allowed individual
states to exempt themselves from the mail-
order rifle and shotgun provisions of the bill
I have just discussed. The purpose was to
satisfy those predominantly fish and game
states which might not believe they need
controls to prevent crime. This I feel would
have been a reasonable compromise because
at least those states which wished to protect
its citizens could do so.

The Federal handgun control bill now on
the Senate floor purportedly received the
support of the National Rifle Association. To
direct attention away from rifles and shot-
guns, the assoclation has, in the past, sald it
would settle for the control of handguns.
This again appears to have been a typical di-
versionary tactic. It is now reported that
Senator Roman Hruska, sponsor of the bill,
will attempt to modify it on the Senate
floor to “regulate” rather than prohibit the
malil-order sale of handguns.

On the other hand, an effort will also be
made by sponsors of the original bill to
amend the handgun bill to include a prohi-
bition on the mail-order sale of rifles and
shotguns. This could very well be the last
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chance for Congress to pass a sensible gun
control law. If Senator Hruska and the
N.R.A, are successful, however, the cause of
effective Federal controls over the wanton
and indisecriminate mall-order and interstate
traffic in guns will be set back for many years
to come, if not indefinitely.

I have cited the different philosophies es-
poused by proponents and opponents of gun
control legislation. While almost every major
newspaper in our State has editorially sup-
ported State and Federal controls, one edi-
torial expressing the opinion of the minority
is worthy of note. It stated, in part:

“The question goes deeper than merely
a law to limit the sale of guns, but rests on
the question of ‘Who is to determine the
suitabllity, or unsuitability, of another man?’
To say that this man or that is not suitable
to own & gun, is also to say that he is not
to be permitted to possess the means to pro-
tect himself, his family, or his home. This is
a basic right, and I can think of no one per-
son or collective group which has the right to
abridge it in any way.”

This editorial appeared in the July, 1966
edition of The Dome. On the editorial page
appears the following:

“The Dome is published monthly at the
New Jersey State Prison at Rahway. By and
for the inmates. Views expressed herein are
not those of the administration unless
otherwise stated.”

On the other hand, we can heed the advice
of an eminently qualified authority, Director
J. Edgar Hoover, who said in the September
ilsbﬂt'?’ issue of the FBI law enforcement bul-
etin:

“I think mail-order firearms purchases
should be banned, interstate transportation
of firearms controlled, and local registration
of weapons required and enforced.”

VII. RESOLUTION OF THE EASTERN REGIONAL
CONFERENCE

I remind this conference that in September
1966 it passed a resolution, unanimously, to
“urge that all States adopt legislation which
would accomplish the dual purpose of

(a) permitting the sale of firearms for
sporting, collecting and other legitimate pur-
poses, and

(b) preventing the sale of firearms to per-
sons convicted of crimes of violence, minors
who do not have parental consent, drug ad-
dicts, persons who have been committed to
mental institutions, habitual drunkards, or
other persons to whom the sale of firearms
would not be in the public interest.”

I suggest once again that we resolve to
urge such action.

Of more immedlate concern, however, is
the fate of the firearms control bill pending
in Congress, In conclusion, therefore, I sug-
gest that the eastern regional conference of
attorneys general take this opportunity to
adopt a resolution urging Congress to enact
legislation banning the mail-order sale of all
firearms, New Jersey has demonstrated that
its law is consistent with the dual purpose of
our resolution of 1966. A ban on the madil-
order sale of all firearms would also be con-
sistent with these dual purposes.

Ilirust this conference will resolve accord-
ingly.

STUDENT DEMONSTRATIONS—CO-
LUMBIA TUNIVERSITY AND UNI-
VERSITY OF DENVER

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of the Senate to an edi-
torial entitled “A Better Example,” pub-
lished in fthis morning's Wall Street
Journal. The editorial contrasts the
handling of the student demonstrations
at Columbia University and the Uni-
versity of Denver.

The handling of a potentially explosive
situation at Denver University is to be
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commended. Chancellor Maurice B.
Mitchell did not wring his hands; he
acted decisively, and, in my judgment,
the results achieved offer clear evidence
of the wisdom of his decision.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

A BETTER EXAMPLE

Columbia University provided one example
of how to handle student demonstrators:
Vacillate for a week. Finally call in the police
to evict demonstrators from the bulldings
they hold for ransom. Resume vacillating.
Call off classes for the rest of the academic
year and suggest instead that students meet
with professors for meditation and such.

Fortunately, a better example comes to
hand from the University of Denver. Some
40 students seized the registrar’s office there
to support the inalienable right to change
student election rules without bothering with
the formalities for doing so spelled out in
the student constitution.

The University dismissed the demonstra-
tors on the spot, had them arrested for loiter-
ing and obstruction when they refused to
leave, and forthrightly explained its actions
afterward, Or anyway, its public relations of-
fice is sending around the remarks of Chan-
cellor Maurice B. Mitchell. Some of them
bear repeating.

“In the simplest language in which I can
put it, the time has come for society to
take back control of its functions and its
destiny. If we condone the abandonment of
the rule of law in the university, we have
no right to expect those who attend it and
later move into outside soclety to conduct
themselves in any other manner,

“There is the assumption on the part of
some disaffected students at the university
that it is immoral for them to tolerate con-
ditions not of their liking, and that they
have some sort of moral obligation to en-
gage in acts of deflance and violence. There
is no way to prevent this, but there is every
reason to hold those who engage in such
practices fully responsible for the conse-
quences of their acts.

“To those who insist that improper ac-
tivities are the only answer to their problems,
I have replied that the decision to engage
in such activities carries with it the full re-
sponsibility to accept punishment; and pun-
ishment on this campus under these circum-
stances and for such acts is going to be
instant and sufficient to the cause.”

Denver is one university, we venture to pre-
dict, not likely to be reduced to ending classes
and substituting the educational insights of
a semester of handwringing.

THE DESPERATE NEED FOR RAT
CONTROL

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusefts. Mr.
President, last fall, after much debate
and much dispute, Congress passed a
long-overdue rat control bill, authoriz-
ing $40 million to help localities in their
efforts to meet the problem. It appeared
that we were waking up to one of the
most serious and shocking aspects of
living in a typical building in an urban
slum or poverty area. Yet to date Con-
gress has delayed appropriations for the
program passed last fall.

I wish to reemphasize the need to fund
and to pursue effective programs to
meet the rat problem. For the more
fortunate, it is almost impossible to
imagine living in an apartment where
ugly, vicious, desperate rats—often half
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a foot long—enter at night and attack
whatever they can find. Tens of thou-
sands of persons are bitten yearly by
rats, most of these infant children who
are helpless to protect themselves.

When I mention the “rat problem,” I
am talking about persons contracting
disease carried by rats. I am talking
about infant children Iliterally being
eaten alive.

The Washington Post, on May 11,
1968, published an article which sickens
me and depresses me and makes me
wonder how we can hesitate or delay in
committing full resources to attacking
rats in our ghettos and poverty areas.
The article contains the news about a
3-week-old Negro girl who was killed
and partially eaten by rats. Parts of her
hand and left arm had been devoured.

It is gruesome to have to read about
this, but we must face up to the reali-
ties of a gruesome situation. This is a
matter of life and death for a great num-
ber of infants in poverty-stricken fam-
ilies.

The situation is outrageous and the
problem is urgent. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 11, 1968]
RaTs K1LL 3-WEEK-OLD NoRTH CAROLINA GIRL

RavLEicH, N.C,, May 10.—A three-week-old
Negro girl was killed and partially eaten by
rats in a proverty-ridden home in southern
‘Wake County near here early this morning.

The infant, Tammy Chanel Douglas, was
the daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Constantine
Douglas.

Wake County Coroner Marshall W, Ben-
aett sald an autopsy showed the child had
been killed by rats and that part of her
head and left arm had been devoured.

The child had been asleep in a wooden box
used as a bed that had been placed on a
chair at the foot of the parents’ bed.

Bennett sald the property was “swarming
with wharf rats,” judging from the number
of holes gnawed in the house and the rat
trails leading wunder the house.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I also invite the attention of
Senators to an article, written by Thom-
as R. Brooks and published in the May
16 issue of the Reporter. The article
quite briefly summarizes information
about rats and their habits, the extent
of the rat problem, and the need for Con-
gress to follow through on its commit-
ment to meeting this problem.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

RaATs, PEOPLE, AND PoLITICS
(Thomas R. Brooks)

When Congress authorized $40 million for
rat extermination last September, a Wall
Street securities analyst created a brief flurry
in “rat stocks" by listing the leading manu-
facturers of pesticides. The Purdue Univer-
sity News Bureau announced “revisions” in
the school’'s eight-year-old correspondence
course in pest-control technology, giving
greater emphasis to the problems of rat con-
trol and making the course avallable to pub-
lic-health people throughout the nation. At
the Waldorf-Astoria in New York, O. Wayne
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Rollins, chairman and president of Rollins,
Inc., an Atlanta-based firm that embraces
Orkin Exterminating Company, Inc. (“by far
the world's largest pest control company”),
called upon the nine Federal agencies con-
cerned with rat control “to coordinate their
efforts . . . [and] supply the motivation and
effective leadership to the local authorities
and the private sector of the economy to
insure maximum efficiency in rat control.”
And Rollins added, “We are prepared to offer
the advice, training, technology and person-
nel to carry out these goals whenever we are
called upon to do so0.” At this moment, Rol-
lins’s offer seems premature. Despite the
authorization, Congress has yet to come up
with the cash.

In his 1967 message to Congress on urban
and rural poverty, President Johnson re-
quested $20 million a year to initiate a major
eradication program. He sald it was a “na-
tional disgrace’ that many children in Amer-
ica were “attacked, maimed, and even killed
by rats.” Under the original legislation, the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment was to provide grants to assist partici-
pating localities in developing and carrying
out rat-control programs, including syste-
matic extermination, Improvement of refuse
and garbage collection, etc. But Congress, in
a sardonic and punitive mood following last
summer’'s Newark rlots, rejected the rat-con-
trol bill, 207 to 176. By September, the House
had second thoughts and reversed itself, 227
to 173, tacking onto the Partnership for
Health bill an increased authorization for
Section 314(e) Health, Education, and Wel-
fare project grants of $20 million in fisgal
1968 and another $20 million in fiscal 1969.
So-called “e” money is not earmarked for
continuing public-health programs and
hence is avallable for new ones.

Although the authorization measure does
not even mention rats, Congress's intent to
do something about them was made abun-
dantly clear in the House discussion and in
a Senate report. Nonetheless, as a HEW
spokesman quickly pointed out when I
asked what was currently afoot in the war
against rats, “Congress didn't give us any
money.” Most of the $62.56 million appropri-
ated previously by Congress for “e" project
grants for fiscal 1968 is already committed,
leaving about $5 milllon “for new projects,
including rats.” Whether or not Congress will
come up with the $20-million supplementary
appropriation this session depends on the
loudness of demands from local and state
governments and community organizations
for “rat money” in an election year.

Oddly enough in this research-and-devel-
opment age, we don't know as much about
rats as one might expect. What we do know
about rat behavior rests almost entirely upon
studies of laboratory rats (an albino strain
bred out of the brown rat) or of caged
wild rats. Ecologists and other students of
animal behavior nowadays strongly caution
against projecting inferences about animal
behavior based on caged animals onto their
free brethren. Yet we do just this, almost
without reservation, with rats.

Rats admittedly are hard to find; they live
and apparently thrive in such unpleasant
places as garbage dumps and sewers. And
hard to take; they are carriers of the plague,
salmonella (a food-poisoning bacterium),
rables, endemic typhus, and some thirty-one
other diseases. “The Common or Brown rat,”
the English zoologists G. E. H. Barrett-Hamil-
ton and M. A. G. Hinton declared a half
century ago, “‘Is probably the most injurious
and universal pest of the human race. . . .
It does not appear to have a single redeem-
ing feature.” Nor, one might add, a single
human friend, though 8. A. Barnett in Scien-
tific American recently ventured the opinion
that rats, chiefly because of their ability to
survive, “are worth study for thelr own sake
and not only as pests.”

Scientific study might lead to a more ac-
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curate account of rat behavior and ultimately
allow for a wiser and more efficient expendi-
ture of energies and money in getting rid
of rats. We do not even know how many rats
there are in the United States or the real
extent of the damage they do. However, the
U.S. rat population is frequently estimated
at some ninety million, and according to a
leaflet issued by the Public Health Service,
rats and mice together ruin at least $400
million worth of food each year.

THE NATURE OF THE BEAST

Rattus norvegicus, the Norway or brown
rat, is the dominant species, especially in
the urban slums. The male reaches a weight
of one pound and a body length of nine
inches. A burrower, the Norway rat varies
in color; some are black and some brown, a
matter of some confusion when it comes to
quick identification. Rattus rattus, the black
or roof rat, commonly believed to have been
responsible for the Black Plague of the Mid-
dle Ages, thrives in warmer climes. In the
north, it 1s found in port cities as a rat mi-
nority living in attics, while the brown rat
congregates in cellars and sewers or burrows
in garbage-strewn lots and city dumps. The
more delicate black rat rarely weighs more
than eleven ounces or exceeds seven inches
in body length., Though black in the clty,
Rattus rattus is often tawny-coated in the
countryside,

Both species are prolific breeders. Sexually
mature after four months, with a gestation
period of three weeks, the female can easily
rear four six-pup litters a year. There is a
fair amount of evidence that rats rarely live
beyond two years although their life span
is three to five years. Crowding may interfere
with breeding and rats become much more
aggressive when hungry. Demolition and ur-
ban renewal, too, set them in motion, ac-
counting for the rats seen in new office build-
ings located in areas undergoing redevelop-
ment. Rats are prodigious gnawers. Their
four incisors grow roughly four inches a year,
s0 they must gnaw or die. They chew on al-
most anything—through half-inch sheets of
aluminum, lead pipes (to seek running wa-
ter), and into soft concrete, They are sus-
pected of starting one out of every four fires
of unknown origin.

According to reports, some fourteen thou-
sand people a year in the United States are
bitten by rats. Most—perhaps as high as
ninety per cent—are infants. Dr. Alan Don-
aldson, assoclate director of the Public
Health Service's Bureau of Disease Preven-
tion and Environmental Control, believes
that rat bites are underreported. “We don’t
have a nationwide system for reporting rat
bites,” he told me. He estimates more than
twenty thousand bites a year but less than
fifty thousand.

Though rats make headlines in our big-
city newspapers from time to time, we have
made considerable progress in rat control.
L. A. Penn, director of the environmental
technical services division of Milwaukee’s
health department, reports that no rat-borne
diseases have been noted in Milwaukee in
the last twenty years. Detroit reduced the
incidence of rat-transmitted disease from
more than a dozen cases of hemorrhagic
jaundice in the 1940's to an average of less
than one a year in the early 1960's and none
last year. Reported rat bites there have fallen
from 123 in 1951 to eight during the first half
of 1967. The city uses fifty thousand pounds
of anti- lant poisons and treats more
than thirty thousand rat burrows yearly.

Rat-bite fever, according to Donaldson, is
very rare in this country, as are cases of
other rat-spread diseases. Nevertheless, he
told me that he was “not comfortable” with
the rat situation. “Wherever you have rats
and fleas,” he said, “there is a possibility of
the introduction of the plague organism into
the rat population and its spread to man. It
is highly desirable to reduce the rat popula-
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tion in wurban areas. Nobody should have
to live with them.”

We are, I gather from talking to a num-
ber of experts, doing just about as much as
can be done when it comes to poisoning rats.
Indeed, this worries some people, for there
are reports that rats are developing immu-
nity to some of the more widely used poisons,
such as Warfarin, the anticoagulant. As for
sterilizers, these remain laboratory experi-
ments at present, though New York State
plans field tests of rat birth-control pills in
1969.

Much remains to be done, however, in
cleaning up garbage-littered streets, back
yards, and building lots in our cities. The
closed garbage can remains a major weapon
in the war against rats. This often is an ed-
ucational matter backed up by hounding
landlords into providing enough cans for their
tenants.

Last summer, the Labor Department grant-
ed $300,000 to Pride, Inc., a Washington
D.C., anti-poverty agency, to hire nine hun-
dred youths at $66 a week for a slum clean-
up campaign and a rat-control program. In
New York, where Governor Nelson Rockefeller
provided anti-rat funds when Congress
backed away last summer, the $750,000 al-
located to New York City is being spent to
train and employ some 150 “sanitation aides”
to clean up rat-infested lots and back yards.

This is what we can expect as local and
state governments tap Federal rat funds.
There is now considerable evidence of inter-
est in the program. In the regional offices as
of April 1, there were twenty-nine applica-
tlons amounting to $17.5 million from ecity,
county, and state health departments and
from private non-profit organizations. Nev-
ertheless, Congress, in its present economy
mood, might be tempted to pass over rat con-
trol when it makes supplementary appropri-
atlons this session. But it isn't apt to treat
the matter as lightly as it did last summer
because the rat, as a symbol of slum condi-
tions, now is more than a menace to health,
It is a political reality that must be dealt
with.

TOWARD FREEDOM FROM FEAR

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, last week,
former Vice President Richard Nixon is-
sued a position paper on crime. The
paper, entitled “Toward Freedom From
Fear,” is one of the best statements I
have ever read on what is undoubtedly
the most serious domestic problem fac-
ing our Nation today.

Mr. Nixon talks about the causes of
crime and the steps which must be taken
to shift back to what he refers to as the
‘“peace forces in our society,” the means
to redress the imbalance between the
protection of society and the protection
of eriminals as created by recent court
decisions. Much of what the former Vice
President discusses in his position paper
is before us in the form of S.917, the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1967. So that the Senate might
have the benefit of this excellent discus-
sion of the crime issue, I ask unanimous
consent that the position paper be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the position
paper was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

RicHARD M. Nixown: Towarp FrReepoM FrOM
FEAR

In the last seven years while the popula-
tion of this country was rising some ten per-
cent, crime in the United States rose a stag-
gering 88 percent. If the present rate of new
crime continues, the number of rapes and
robberies and assaults and thefts in the
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United States today will double—by the end
of 1972.

That is a prospect America cannot accept.
If we allow it to happen, then the city jungle
will cease to be a metaphor. It will become a
barbaric reality, and the brutal society that
now flourishes in the core citles of America
will annex the affluent suburbs. This nation
will then be what it is fast becoming—an
armed camp of two hundred million Amer-
icans living in fear,

But, to stop the rising crime rate and to
reduce the incidence of crime in America,
we must first speak with a new candor about
its causes and cures.

POVERTY NOT THE CAUSE

We cannot explain away crime in this
country by charging it off to poverty—and
we would not rid ourselves of the crime prob-
lem even if we succeeded overnight in lifting
everyone above the poverty level. The role of
poverty as a cause of the crime upsurge in
America has been grossly exaggerated—and
the incumbent Administration bears major
responsibility for perpetuation of the myth.

On October 16, 1964, the President said
that, “The war on poverty which I started—Iis
a war against crime and a war against dis-
order.” If the President genuinely accepted
that proposition, the near 50 per cent increase
in crime rate since 1964 would be adequate
proof of the utter failure of the government’s
war on poverty.

But the war on poverty is not a war on
crime; and it is no substitute for a war on
crime. It is certainly true that rising pros-
perity will gradually reduce the number of
those below the poverty level, and eliminate
many of the conditions in which crime is
likely to flourish.

But poverty cannot begin to explain the
explosion of crime in America. In recent
years, this nation has grown wealthier and
its riches have been more widely distributed
than in any other country in the world. And
yet crime has been going up about three
times as rapidly as the GNP.

And poverty tells us nothing about the
enormous increases in juvenile crime and
drug abuse by teenagers in the affluent sub-
urbs of America.

TOO OFTEN CRIME DOES PAY

The success of criminals in this country
plays a far greater role in the rising crime
rate than any consideration of poverty. To-
day, an estimated one-in-eight crimes results
in conviction and punishment.

If the conviction rate were doubled in this
country, it would do more to eliminate crime
in the future, than a quadrupling of the
funds for any governmental war on poverty.

In short, crime creates crime—because
crime rewards the criminal. And we will re-
duce crime as we reduce the profits of erimi-
nals.

There is another attitude that must be dis-
carded if we are to wage an effective national
war against this enemy within, That attitude
is the socially suicidal tendency—on the part
of many public men—to excuse crime and
sympathize with criminals because of past
grievances the criminal may have against
society. By now Americans, I believe, have
learned the hard way that a soclety that is
lenient and permissive for criminals is a
society that is neither safe nor secure for
innocent men and women.

JUSTICE FOR THE GUILTY, TOO

One of the operative principles of a free
society is that men are accountable for what
they do. No criminal can justify his crimes
on the basls of some real or imagined griev-
ance agalnst his soclety. And our sympathy
for the plight or the past of a criminal can-
not justify turning him loose to prey again
upon innocent people.

In the preamble of the Constitution of the
United States, this country set it as a goal to
“establish justice” in these states. Just as
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justice dictates that innocent men go free, it
also means that guilty men pay the penalty
for their crimes. It is that second part of
Jjustice to which the nation must begin to
address itself in earnest.

In the course of presenting these proposals
for dealing with the crime problem in Amer-
ica, I have not dealt at all with the urban
disorders that have become commonplace in
our great cities. Riots are a special problem,
a problem apart from the crisis of daily crime
in America.

In terms of dollars and cents the toll of
the riots is next to nothing compared to the
toll of street crime or even the take of orga-
nized crime.

But, riots offer their own challenge to the
future existence of our society, and that
challenge is different than the menace rep-
resented in the 88 per cent increase in crime
in seven years. Consequently, I have dealt
with the riots as a separate problem in other
statements.

NO SENSE OF URGENCY

The primary responsibility for dealing
with that 88 per cent flgure continues to
rest—as it should—with the local and state
government, We want no centralized Federal
police force in this country. But crime has
become a first priority domestic crisis, a dis-
tinct threat to the social order, and it should
be a matter of the highest Federal urgency.
That urgency has not been reflected in this
Administration’s actlons or recommenda-
tions.

Crime today is increasing almost nine
times as rapidly as the population.

The Administration in Washington seems
to have neither an understanding of the
crisis which confronts us nor a recognition
of its severity. As a result, neither the
leadership nor the necessary tools have been
provided to date to enable soclety's peace
forces to regain the upper hand over the
criminal forces in this country.

The statistics and evidence are there for
all to see.

The last five years have been the halcyon
days of organized crime. Gross earnings from
illicit gambling, prostitution, narcotics and
loan-sharking, have grown prodigiously. One
reliable authority places the figure in the
neighborhood of $50 billion annually,

As for street crime, for every two major
crimes committed in the United States when
President Johnson took office in 1963—there
are three committed today—and if the pres-
ent trend continues, there will be six com-
mitted by the end of 1972.

These are the dimensions and elements,
the hard facts and the stark realities of the
crime crisis to which this Administration’s
response has been lame and ineffectual.

ORGANIZED CRIME

Organized crime is the tapeworm of the
American society. In recent years it has pros-
pered as never before and broadened its in-
fluence in government and legitimate busi-
ness and unions. The absence of an adequate
response at the national level—to this na-
tional threat—is a glaring failure of the
present Administration.

One of the most effective groups of men
within government combating this kind of
criminal activity over the years has been
the Organized Crime BSection of the De-
partment of Justice. Yet, when President
Johnson took office, the number of man
days spent in field investigating by members
of the OCS, the number of man days spent
testifying before grand juries, and the num-
ber of man days spent in court all sud-
denly decreased between 50 and 75 per cent.

This wholesale de-escalation of the Jus-
tice Department’s war against organized
crime has not to this day been adequately
explained.

Equally puzzling is the Administration’s
adamant opposition to the use—against
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organized crime—of the same wiretap and
electronic surveillance the government em-
ploys to safeguard the national security. Not
only does the Administration oppose the
use of these weapons against crime, it has
asked Congress to forbid that use by law.
Such legislation would be a tragic mistake.

“GIVE US THE TOOLS . . ."”

Organized crime is a secret soclety. By
denying to State and Federal law enforce-
ment agencies the tools to penetrate that
gecrecy, the President and the Attorney
General are unwittingly guaranteeing the
leaders of organized crime a privileged sanc-
tuary from which to proceed with the sys-
tematic corruption of American life.

New York County District Attorney Frank
Hogan, who has probably convicted more
racketeers than any other man in America,
has said that wiretapping is: ‘‘the single most
valuable weapon in law enforcement's fight
against organized crime ... Without It
my own office could not have convicted

Charles ‘Lucky’ Luciano, Jimmy Hines,
Louis ‘Lepke’ Buchalter, Jacob ‘Gurrah’
Shapiro, Joseph ‘Socks’ Lanza, George
Scalise, Frank Erickson, John °‘Dio’ Dio-

guardi, and Frank Carbo.”

An overwhelming majority of the Presi-
dent’s own blue ribbon crime commission
recommended enabling legislation for the
use of wiretap. The Judicial Conference,
consisting of ranking Federal Judges from
across the nation, and headed by Chief
Justice Earl Warren, has approved such
legislation. And the Supreme Court has left
the door open to a carefully drawn wiretap
measure with proper safeguards.

SAFEGUARDS AGAINST ABUSE

The Senate ls currently considering such
a proposal—drawn to conform meticulously
to the Supreme Court decisions. That pro-
posal would authorize the use of electronic
surveillance on a court order, in the nature
of a search warrant, showing probable
cause. The court order would be limited
to major crime cases, and specified cases
involving the national security.

1t would be limited as to time, persons and

place. Any extraneous evidence gathered by
the eavesdrop device would be inadmissable
in court and would have to be held in con-
fidence under pain of both civil and crimi-
nal penalties. Special precautions would be
taken to safeguard those communications re-
garded by the law as privileged, such as
those between husband and wife, doctor and
patient, lawyer and client, and priest and
penitent. In addition, the bill would outlaw
all electronic surveillance by private citi-
zens.
Yet, despite these carefully drawn precau-
tions, the President defends his opposition
to wiretapping in major crime cases with
the astonishing assertion that “the princi-
ple that a man’s home is his castle is under
new attack.”

“Nonsense in its purest form" was the re-
tort by the Washingion Star which con-
tinued:

“This is a comment which shakes our faith
in (1) whether the President knows what he
is talking about in his anti-crime speeches,
or (2) whether he will ever support the
measures—wiretaps and the like—that are
essential Investigative tools if we are ever
going to wipe out crime—especially organized
crime.”

FIVE IMMEDIATE STEPS

There are other steps which Congress can
take independently to strengthen the peace
forces In our society against the forces of
organized crime. Some of these recommenda-
tions have been endorsed by the President's
Commission on Crime.

(1) Infiltration of honest business: Con-
gress should enact legislation making it a
Federal crime to invest in legitimate business
either money which has been gathered from
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illegal racket activities or money that has
not been reported for income tax purposes.
Such measures would focus the tax enforce-
ment machinery on the problem of organized
crime.

(2) Antismuggling: Congress should au-
thorize substantial increase in the number
of Customs Bureau officials. In the last dec-
ade while the number of customs officials
has risen 4 per cent, the number of people
entering the country has risen 50 per cent
and the number of aircraft 100 per cent.
These would be an effective deterrent to the
import of narcotics, a multi-million dollar
annual item in the income statement of
organized crime.

(3) Permanent watchdog: Congress should
establish a permanent Joint Congressional
Committee on Organized Crime.

(4) More lawmen: Congress should au-
thorize whatever Federal personnel are nec-
essary to carry out the new responsibilities
under these pieces of recommended legisla-
tion.

(8) Immunity power: Congress should en-
act the Republican-proposed organized
crime immunity statute. Once granted im-
munity from prosecution based on his testi-
mony, a witness would be required to testify
before a grand jury or at trial, or face jail
for criminal contempt. This would be an-
other and an effective legal tool with which
to cut through the curtain of secrecy that
envelops organized crime. Witness immunity
would make it possible to get to the higher
echelons of the crime syndicate.

These are a few of the steps that can and
should be taken if we are to make realistic
rather than rhetorical progress in uprooting
the infrastructure of organized crime. Yet,
both the President and his Attorney General,
Mr. Clark, who have the principal responsi-
bility for leading the war on organized crime
are either indifferent to or in active opposi-
tion to a majority of these measures.

That attitude has made of the President's
proposal to the Congress the kind of com-
promise legislation that organized crime can
live with. It has called into question the
seriousness of the President’s designation of
Mr. Clark to be his “Mr. Big” in the war
against national crime.

ALERTING THE FPEOFLE

There is also a need at the national level
to awaken and educate the American people
to the extent of the threat within that comes
from organized crime. The average Ameri-
can—as well as the Attorney General of the
United States—seems tragically unaware of
the magnitude and immense impact of or-
ganized crime upon his society.

This menace which Mr. Clark astonish-
ingly termed a “tiny part” of the crime pic-
ture in the United States was more accu-
rately described by his predecessor, Mr.
Katzenbach, as constituting “nothing less
than a guerrilla war against soclety.”

How is the average American affected?

The businessman pays higher insurance
rates because of the arson committed under
the instructions of organized crime; he loses
millions in bad debts annually because of
fraudulent bankruptcies, Union workers are
cheated out of their just wages when the
proxies of organized crime take over and
corrrupt their unions, arrange sweetheart
contracts, exploit mammoth pension funds
and intimidate the membership. Organized
crime cheats the consumer by its corruption
of the free enterprise system. With its gigan-
tic earning power it is able to take over
individual businesses, influence prices, and
act as unfair competition for honest busi-
ness and honest labor.

According to Congressman Richard Poff
of Virginia, one of the most knowledgeable
men in the Congress on the subject, orga-
nized crime controls a “reservoir of wealth
unmatched by any financial institution in
the country.”
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CRIME'S WAR ON THE POVERTY-STRICKEN

At the same time that the President has
asked for a $2 billion appropriation to fund
the War on Poverty for one year, organized
crime earns an estimated $3.5 billion an-
nually from the numbers racket—a racket
that exploits, not the affluent, but the urban
poor. Organized crime is taking three dollars
in gambling revenues from the urban
for every two that is put Into the poverty
program by the nation’s taxpayers.

Last year, while the Small Business Au-
ministration made some $50 million in loans,
the take from loan-sharking amounted to
many times that sum. The narcotics traffic
in this country, much of it in the urban
centers of poverty, netted an estimated $350
million for organized crime last year—the
precise sum spent for the Head Start
Program.

Organized crime 1s also directly and deeply
involved in street crime. One estimate is that
some 50 per cent of the street crime in some
of our major cities is the work of addicts
attempting to support their habit—and traf-
fie in illegal narcotics is a major enterprise
of organized crime.

STREET CRIME

But organized crime, though a multi-bil-
lion-dollar enterprise and a major contrib-
uting factor to street crime, cannot alone
explain the 88 per cent increase in muggings
robberies, rapes and assaults over the past
seven years. Another contributing cause of
this staggering increase is that street crime
is a more lucrative and less risky occupation
than it has ever been in the past. Only one
of eight major crimes committed now results
in arrest, prosecution, conviction and punish-
ment—and & twelve per cent chance of
punishment is not adequate to deter a man
bent on a career in crime. Among the con-
tributing factors to the small figure are the
decisions of a majority of one of the United
States Supreme Court.

The Miranda and Escobedo decisions of the
high court have had the effect of seriously
ham stringing the peace forces in our soclety
and strengthening the criminal forces.

From the point of view of the peace forces,
the cumulative impact on these decisions
has been to very nearly rule out the “con-
fession” as an effective and major tool in
prosecution and law enforcement.

Justice White, in his dissent in the 5-4
Miranda decision, identified judicial preju-
dice against the use of confession as the
bedrock upon which the majority decision
was erected.

“The obvious underpinning of the Court's
decision is a deep-seated distrust of all con-
fession . . . the result adds up to a judicial
Judgment that evidence from the accused
should not be used against him in any way,
whether compelled or not. This is the not so
subtle overtone of the opinion—that it is
inherently wrong for the police to gather
evidence from the accused himself.”

From the point of view of the criminal
forces, the cumulative impact of these deci-
slons has been to set free patently guilty in-
dividuals on the basls of legal technicalities.

The tragic lesson of guilty men walking
free from hundreds of courtrooms across this
country has not been lost on the criminal
community.

STRIKING THE BALANCE

The balance must be shifted back toward
the peace forces in our society and a requisite
step is to redress the imbalance created by
these specific court decisions. I would thus
urge Congress to enact proposed legislation
that—dealing with both Miranda and
Escobedo—would leave it to the judge and
the jury to determine both the voluntariness
and the validity of any confession. If judges
and juries can determine guilt or innocence,
they can certainly determine whether a con-
fession is voluntary and valid. The rule of
reason and justice should replace the Dicken-
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sian legalisms that have been obtained as a
result of recent Supreme Court decisions.

{In Title II of the omnibus erime bill now
pending in the Senate, there is a proposal to
correct the imbalance resulting from these
decisions; that proposal deserves passage de-
spite the vigorous opposition of the Attorney
General.)

The barbed wire of legalisms that a ma-
Jority of one of the Supreme Court has
erected to protect a suspect from invasion of
his rights has effectively shielded hundreds
of criminals from punishment as provided
in the prior laws.

If it should become impossible to draw
such legislation to the satisfaction of the
High Court, then consideration should be
given to amending the Constitution. Involved
here is the first civil right of every American,
the right to be protected in his home, busi-
ness and person from domestic violence, and
it is being traduced with accelerating fre-
gquency in every community in America.

LEANING TOO FAR BACKWARD

Wade and Gilbert are two other decisions
of the Supreme Court, the extension of
which have added to the problems of effective
law enforcement. Wade and Gilbert, for the
first time, ruled that in a line-up confronta-
tion between witness and accused, the ab-
sence of a lawyer for the accused could, of
itself, render the identification inadmissible
in court.

My own view coincides with that of the
dissenting minority, who expressed incredul-
ity at the notion that a lawyer's presence at a
line-up can somehow be helpful to the
quality of the witness’ identification. But
Wade and Gilbert were carried to an almost
ridiculous, if logical, extreme In U.S. versus
Beasley.

In the latter case, even an accldental,
on-the-street confrontation between, in this
case, victim and accused, made identifica-
tion of the accused inadmissible—because of
the absence of a lawyer.

(In the Beasley case, police observed three
men beating and robbing an elderly man on
the streets of Washington, D.C. When they
approached, the assallants fled leaving their
victim behind. Police gave chase and appre-
hended one man, and returned with him to
the scene to ald the victim and radio for
help. There was thus an inevitable con-
frontation between the suspect and the vic-
tim, and the former was positively identified
by the latter as one of his assailants. The
identification made on the spot was ruled
as inadmissible evidence because the alleged
assallant did not have an attorney present
when he confronted the victim on the street,
immediately following the crime.)

It is decisions such as this, suppressing
evidence prior to trial, that underscore the
merit of the proposal of Congressman Rails-
back of Illinois, now before Congress.

Currently, a defendant can appeal his con-
viction to a higher court, if the case can
be made that illegal evidence has been used
against him. The prosecution, however, ex-
cept in limited cases, has no similar right to
appeal a decision to prohibit the introduction
of certain evidence at a trial.

Congressman Rallsback’'s proposal would
remedy this situation; it would give govern-
ment the same right to appeal these rulings
now guaranteed the accused. The President’s
Crime Commission has endorsed this pro-
posal; it would make for more effective
prosecution; it would reduce the number of
guilty men walking out of courtrooms on
technicalities; it deserves passage in this
session.

These decisions by a majority of one of the
Supreme Court have had a far-reaching im-
pact in this country. They have been the
subject of controversy; they were the focus
of vigorous dissent on the part of the minor-
ity. And I think they point up a genuine
need—a need for future Presidents to include
in their appointments to the United States
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Supreme Court men who are thoroughly ex-
perienced and versed in the criminal laws
of the land.

STRENGTHENING THE PEACE FORCES

A second major deficlency of the “peace
forces” in this country is in the number and
quality of the men who man the first line of
defense—the police.

Today, two-thirds of the community police
forces in the country are undermanned. This
year there will be 50,000 vacancies for police
officers in the United States. To improve the
the caliber and increase the number of men
who volunteer to fill those vacancies, the
Federal and State as well as the municipal
governments have a role to play.

The primary reason why there are not
more and better police officers in our great
citles today is quite simply that the re-
wards—economic and personal—of being a
police officer have diminished sharply in the
last two decades.

For many years, these men have been in
effect increasingly subsidizing the communi-
ties which they serve—by accepting a wage
rate that gradually fell behind other profes-
sions. From 1939 to 1966 while the real in-
come of manufacturing employees in New
York increased on the average of 100 per cent,
that of a New York City patrolman increased
by 20 per cent.

You cannot attract first-class men to do
the difficult and complex and dangerous job
of police work—if you simply give them a
gun and $100 a week—which is the median
beginning salary for patrolmen in our
greater cities.

The responsibility for rectifying this sit-
uation rests largely with the municipalities
and the people who live in them. They must
be willing to pay the salaries to attract the
kind of men they want standing between
their property and family and the rising
crime rate.

THE BLUE “PRESENCE"

There is a considerable body of evidence
to show that a dramatic rise in the number
of patrolmen is followed by an equally dra-

matic drop in the rate of crime. The New -

York Subway system is a case in point—
where the presence of a patrolman on every
train at night brought a reduction of 60%
in the epidemic of juvenile terrorism in the
first three months they were there. The les-
son could be applied to dozens of other cities
and communities across the country.

(Along these same lines, a judiclous re-
allocation of existing police manpower can
often have the same impact on crime as a
numerical increase in the force. Systems
Analysis can be used to reassign patrolmen
from beats and areas where they are not
needed to trouble spots. This is one way
modern science has been and should be put
at the service of justice.)

It would be difficult to exaggerate the
urgency of the need for greater police pres-
ence—or the danger to the social order if we
do not get it. To those who speak and write
about that startling 88 per cent increase in
crime, the figure is an ominous portent to
our society.

HARDEST HIT: THE POOR

But it is among the urban poor, the silent
victims of most of the reported crime and
almost all of the unreported crime that these
statistics have already been translated into a
brutal soclety. According to the President's
own Commission on Civi] Disorders, there are
cities in this country where the crimes of
violence run 35 times as high in the areas
of poverty as they do in the areas of affluence.
Last fall, a Harlem Pastor spoke out in an-
guish.

“Crime is at its worst; the citizens fear to
venture out after dark. Church members are
afraid to go out to their meetings at night.
The law seems to be in the hands of the
muggers and robbers. There's panic among
the people.”
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It would be a dangerous dilusion to think
that we can either “establish justice” in this
country or re-establish peace in the central
city, until those who are not the victims of
this crime crisis are as indignant as those
who are.

We are trifling with social dynamite if we
belleve that the young people who emerge
from these brutal societies in the central
cities will come out as satisfied and produc-
tive citizens. It is too often the case that
“those to whom evi] is done do evil in re-
turn.”

STATE HELP

The State can assist the local community
in improving the quality of its law enforce-
ment agencies in a varlety of ways. One of
the most effective would be to use incentives
to accelerate the trend toward larger and
more efficlent police units.

Today, there are more than 420,000 people
involved in police work employed by 40,000
separate agencies. Many of these 40,000 agen-
cles are tiny and inefficient municipal depart-
ments wholly inadequate to the tasks as-
signed them. Consolidation of many of these
departments and their merger into city-wide
or metropolitan-wide forces would give the
peace forces a jurisdictional range and a level
of strength more commensurate with the
criminal forces—which ignore state-lines, let
alone the lines that divide tiny munici-
palities.

FEDERAL HELP

The Federal Government can play a lead-
ing role as well in furthering this objective
of consolidating and reducing the number
while improving the quality of law enforce-
ment agencies in this country.

To do so, however, it will have to shift its
emphasis from direct grants to local govern-
ments, to block grants to the states. The
former approach puts the Federal Govern-
ment squarely into what must and should
remain a local function—law enforcement.
Direct grants for local police departments
could bring domination and control and the
door could be opened to the possibility of a
Federal police force—a prospect we should
avold. Secondly, the block grant approach to
the states will enable them to determine the
priorities in the allocation of resources; and
that, too, is as it should be. Third, this ap-
proach would strengthen the statewide police
forces which are, by and large, efficient and
professional organizations.

It would also enable the state to strengthen
its own investigative and crime laboratory
facilities, its intelligence, and records cen-
ters—which could be put at the disposal of
local police. By providing the assistance to
the states, we would strengthen law enforce-
ment at a level at which it could deal more
effectively with a criminal community that
possesses a mobility and strength undreamed
of a few years ago.

The shift in emphasis from direct grants to
local departments to block grants to the
States was written into the Law Enforcement
Assistance and Criminal Justice Act of 1967
on the Floor of the House largely through the
efforts of the Republican leadership there.

In the upper house, Senator Roman Hruska
of Nebraska, one of the most knowledgeable
and effective sponsors of anti-crime legisla-
tion on the Hill, along with the Minority
Leader Senator Dirksen, has worked to have
this block grant approach written into the
final version of the bill—as it should be.

SETTING AN EXAMPLE

There is another area where the Federal
Government can not only play a leading
role—but where it has the opportunity to
make a dramatic demonstration of its con-
cern with the problem of crime, its commit-
ment to new solutions and the efficacy of its
proposals. That is In Washington, D.C.—the
nation's capital where the authority of the
Federal Government is great and its preroga-
tives many.
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Today, Washington, D.C., should be a
model city as far as law enforcement is con-
cerned—a national laboratory in which the
latest in crime prevention and detection can
be tested and the results reported to a wait-
ing nation. The record, however, is otherwise.

If across America the peace forces in city
after city and state after state have been
gradually giving up ground to the criminal
forces—in Washington, D.C., the forces of
peace are in disorganized retreat. Since 1960
crime in the nation’s capital has increased
by 100 per cent.

Again, however, the Administration has
been slow to recognize the developing threat.
It was only after severe criticism and intense
public pressure that the D.C. crime bill was
finally signed into law by the President in
1967.

THE PRISON PROBLEM

No national program for turning back the
rising tide of crime can succeed if we con-
tinue to ignore a primary headwater—the
prisons of America, No institution within our
society has a record which presents such a
conclusive case of failure as does our prison
system.

A recent FBI study of some 18,000 convicts
released in 1963 revealed that fully 55 per
cent had been re-arrested for new offenses
by June 30 of 1966. Of those persons arrested
on a new charge within 30 months, 67 per
cent had been given a mandatory release by
a penal institution.

In short—whether one belleves that the
purpose of a prison is to punish the criminal
or to deter him from future crime or to re-
habilitate him and guide him away from a
career in crime—by either standard our
prison system is a failure.

The American prison system needs to un-
dergo a major overhaul—to be changed from
& primary cause of the crime problem in this
country into a partial cure. Stated simply and
directly, the criminal rate in the United
States would be a good deal lower if convicted
felons were properly trained and equipped
for reassimilation by the outside world.

Both Federal and State Governments share
equally in the responsibility for changing
our prisons into something other than an
ever-normal pool of replacements for the
criminal community.

Since, however, the Federal prison system
houses only 10 per cent of the penitentiary
population of about 200,000 its role will pri-
marily be one of example, of assistance to
the states, and of clearing legislative road-
blocks to effective prison reform. N

RECOGNIZING A MISTAKE

During the depression years of the 1930,
with millions of Americans jobless, many
pleces of Federal legislation were enacted
calling for discrimination against prison-
made goods. It was assumed that conscripted
labor inside a prison could produce goods at
a far cheaper rate and thus enjoy an unfair
competitive advantage over both free labor
and free enterprise.

This legislation was always questionable,
and one certain effect has been to deny to
thousands of convicted men the type of work
experience that might have given them the
essential opportunity to find a job when they
left prison. It is time that these existing legal
barriers against providing convicts with the
type of training and work that will give them
a viable employment when they leave—
should be removed. According to the Presi-
dent’'s own Crime Commission, prison labor is
no threat to free labor today.

Secondly, of the 120,000 people employed
in correction today, five of six are employed
in custodial or administrative work, leaving
only some 24,000 in treatment activities to
handle a combined jail and prison popula-
tion of 400,000 and a total of some 1.3 mil-
lion who pass through our system each year.
That 24,000 figure includes all the psychia-
trists, teachers, psychologists and soclal
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workers—and if we are serious about chang-
ing the results of prison life—then we have
to be serious about increasing that number.

MORE PRISON REFORMS

The necessity of other major reforms is
equally obvious. A study of the prison pop-
ulation reveals that 50 per cent of it has
only a grammar school education or less.
Except for New York and California, prison
education is provided by inmates—a ma-
jority of whom lack college degrees and
many of whom as themselves without a high
school diploma.

The number of parole officers dealing with
that great segment of convict population
that has been returned to society is also in-
adequate to its job. We are thousands of
men away from achieving what is consid-
ered the desirable ratio of one parole officer
to every 37 parolees.

To effect these reforms, to provide the
personnel in terms of teachers, parole offi-
cers, psychiatrists, social workers, to change
the American prison system from a pool of
replacements for the criminal community
into a system of effective correction and re-
habilitation will take money. It will require
millions of dollars—whether those dollars
are taken out at the State or Federal level.

It will take not only more dedicated people,
but new ideas and new resources and new
tools if we are going to rebuild these broken
careers and re-equip these men and women
for useful lives.

It will require further the cooperation of
both State and Federal Government, for the
unreconstructed criminal who walks out of
a Missourli or Illinois prison, becomes a
threat to the community he visits, wherever
he goes in the United States.

These are not all of the steps that should
be taken. But here, In these proposals, I
believe a beginning can be made toward re-
moving from this nation the stigma of a law-
less society.

RIGHT TO A SPEEDY TRIAL

There are other areas as well where major
reform is needed. The judiciary is one of
them. In community after community in
this country there are great backlogs of crim-
inal cases. Not only does this delay in prose-
cuting serve as an injustice to the innocent,
it does a grave injustice to society by delay-
ing too long the imposition of penalties which
are major deterrents to crime.

There is a need for vastly increased re-
sources in crime research. Today, one-half of
one per cent of the law enforcement budgets
of the State and Federal governments—a
paltry $20 million—is being spent on crime
research.

The potential for law enforcement research
is enormous.

Space age tools are avallable to deal with
modern crime. Today, we are still working
with the forensic toxicology and forensic
medicine of thirty years ago. There are
promising areas such as olfactronics waiting
to be explored, and tools such as the “voice
print” waiting to be exploited.

END OF A LAWLESS SOCIETY

As this brief statement indicates, there is
no shortage of ideas or programs or tools or
potential laws to deal with crime in this
country. The only shortage is a shortage of
leadership that will place this problem in the
first priority of American business.

If the American people are willing to com-
mit themselves to pay the necessary price to
restore peace to the soclety, it can be done.
If they are willing to commit themselves to
the proposition that any man who disobeys
the law pays the penalty the law exacts, then
we can begin to turn this crime wave back.

We can put an end to an urban situation
where the infirm, the old and the women re-
fuse to visit their parks or enjoy the enter-
talnment and good life a city can offer be-
cause they are afraid. We can reduce crime
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by making it a more hazardous and less re-
warding occupation.

In connection with the President's Crime
Commission Report, a poll was taken of aver-
age Americans, It found that of those polled
43 per cent were afraid to be on the streets
at night; 35 per cent would not speak to
strangers, and 21 per cent used cars and taxis
at night to avoid mass transit.

Those are not the statistics of a Great
Soclety; they are the statistics of a lawless
soclety—they are statistics we must and will
change.

NEw YoRK, May &, 1968.

RULE OF LAW—ADDRESS BY FOR-
MER SENATOR GOLDWATER

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, in a day
when our Nation stands on the preci-
pice of anarchy occasioned by those
who counsel selective obedience to law,
it is refreshing to hear a clear-cut, forth-
right statement calling for a return to
the rule of the law in this Nation.

Former Senator Barry Goldwater ad-
dressed a Law Day luncheon in Phoenix,
Ariz., on May 1, I think his remarks
have a significance for all of us who
believe in law and order. The Senate
is presently debating legislation that
vitally affects the future course of owr
country. Senator Goldwater occupies a
singular place as a former presidential
candidate who was not afraid to speak
out on the issue of law and order when
it was not only unpopular to do so, but
widely misinterpreted. His speech is a
reminder to us that we cannot allow
the Nation to disregard legal precedent
and procedure but we must clearly
and courageously as individuals and col-
lectively do our utmost to support the
Constitution and call for obedience to the
Nation's laws.

I ask unanimous consent that former
Senator Barry M. Goldwater’s remarks
before the Phoenix Law Day celebration
luncheon on May 1, 1968, be printed in
the REcORD,

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

RULE oF Law

During the past years I have made a num-
ber of public appearances before groups
which, if not outrightly hostile, were at the
least somewhat skeptical.

However, I don’t think any of those
speeches were any tougher than today’s, a
layman addressing a distinguished group
of lawyers on Law Day.

I do have certain advantages, though, be-
cause, although I consider myself a law abid-
ing citizen, I seem to have been involved
with numerous lawyers and lawsulits; for ex-
ample, I was on the recelving end of one of
Melvin Bellis' less successful lawsuits. One
in which he argued that I was not eligible
to be a presidential primary candidate in
California because I had not been born in the
United States. This is typical of the atti-
tudes some Californians have about us Ari-
zonans. They're not satisfied with just tak-
ing our water.

I was almost interviewed by F. Lee Bai-
ley but his show’s sudden demise cancelled
that and put him back in the advocacy
game,

Some of you may have run across the
little noted but mot long remembered case,
Barry Goldwater vs. United States of Amer-
iea.

That case involved an Iinterpretation of
my getting the short end of the stick from
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the Supreme Court of the United States—
a fate, incidentally, which seems to be shared
by the public generally. One interesting foot-
note to that particular case; it was filed and
argued in the district court of the District
of Columbia and considered by the Supreme
Court—all in something less than two
weeks—a record of expedition that is only too
good when contrasted with some of the
cases I'll discuss a little later.

My present—and I hope last—encounter
in the courts will be in New York City next
week and will deal with whether under the
New York Times decision, it's proper to
falsely state that a candidate for President
is nuts. The defendant in this case is one
Ralph Ginsburg of Eros fame and I hope
that the blind goddess will shine her face
on me and on all others in public life
who get pretty thick skinned but not so
well armored that they don't resent the
printed suggestion that their candidacy is
really an escape from latent homosexuality.

When I was preparing today's talk, a
loyal friend of mine, always anxious to help,
told me the story attributed to Professor
Brown of the University of Arizona Law
School. Professor Brown, as some of you
may know by personal experience, indoc-
trinates his first year law students by tell-
ing them the story of the rancher visiting
his lawyer's office in a small frontier town
back in the days of the Old West. A flock
of sheep was being herded down the main
street past the lawyer's window and the
rancher, a businessman at heart, remarked
that the sheep were certainly closely shorn.

The lawyer glanced out the window, stud-
ied the sheep for a brief moment, and com-
mented, “Yes, they certainly are—at least on
this side.” I realize and respect that all of
you are by nature and training inclined
to take a look at both sides of most ls-
sues.

While I would love to take today's lunch-
eon as an opportunity to discuss Bobby, I
feel that to cover all sides I would have to
give equal time to Gene and Hubert and there
just isn’'t enough time to do justice to all of
them. Instead, I'd like to briefly discuss,
from a layman’s viewpoint, a subject which
has been of concern to me for a number of
years and is rapidly becoming a matter of
great concern to most people in this coun-
try—that is, the administration of justice
in the United States.

You, as lawyers, are directly connected
with the administration of justice and rec-

that criminal sentences are given
not only to rehabilitate the guilty party, but
also to punish and serve as a deterrent to
others who might contemplate similar acts.

I believe it was Cesaré Baccaria, the 18th
century Itallan criminologist, who first ad-
vanced the idea that a swift and certain
punishment of some degree of severity is a
more effective deterrent than a punishment
of the maximum severity which is slow and
uncertain. I feel that we have reached a
stage in the administration of justice in
the United States where punishment is not
swift and certain, but is extremely uncer-
tain and anything but swift. Chief Justice
Warren in a speech in 1958 sald, “Intermin-
able and unjustifiable delays in our courts
are today compromising the basic legal
rights of countless thousands of Americans,
and, imperceptibly, corroding the very
foundations of constitutional government
in the United States.” Then again, more
recently, in addressing the annual meeting
of the American Law Institute in 1967,
Justice Warren said: *““Year after year I
have discussed with you the subject of the
ever mounting case loads and the resulting
backlogs in our Federal courts. I repeated
many times my firm belief that the great-
est weakness in our judicial system lies in
its administration.

“In a century which has been charac-
terized by growth and modernization in
science, technology and economics, the legal
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fraternity is still living in the past. We
have allowed the maln stream of progress
to pass us by . .. Our failure to act becomes
alarming when a competent district judge
must admit in testimony before a Senate
Committee that unless something new and
effective is done promptly in the area of
judicial research, coordination and man-
agement, the rule of law in this Nation
cannot endure.”

The problem of speeding up the machinery
of our courts has existed and been discussed
for years. In the middle thirties, the idea of
pretrial conferences was given a great deal
of publicity and was supposed to solve a
great many of these problems. However, in
spite of more extensive use of the pretrial
conference and other attempts at stream-
lining our courts, the problem has become
worse. Multitudinous statistics can be cited,
but a few of them will illustrate some of the
current difficulties. In the United States
Courts of Appeals from 1957 to 1967, the
number of appeals filed more than doubled
from 3701 to 7903. During that same period
of time, the number of pending cases in-
creased from 2043 to 5763, an increase of
almost three times. Similar figures could be
cited for mnearly all stages of the Federal
Judiciary and for most state courts. Here
in Arizona, we have fortunately had some
progressive court administration which has
kept the delays well below those of most of
the rest of the country.

There are almost as many proposed solu-
tions to this problem as there are people
commenting on the problem. Among the
proposed solutions are greater use of com-
puters, (which, Incidentally, seems to be
the suggested solution for almost anything
these days) an increase in the number of
judges, more court reporters, and still greater
use of the pretrial procedure. Even among
those who offer solutions, there appears to
be no agreement. Justice Clark stated re-
cently that “most of the problem is with the
judge himself.” I belleve that a great number
of Judges who are faced with ever increasing
case loads, much greater complexity of issues,
and more complicated hearings to determine
such things as the admissibility of confes-
sions or evidence would disagree with Jus-
tice Clark’s viewpoint.

While the ordinary delays in settlement of
legal problems, whether criminal or eivil,
are, and should be, of great concern to all of
us, we are most shocked by the tremendously
lengthy criminal case which seems to come
along more frequently every day and results
in the passage of eight to ten years from the
inception of the case to its conclusion. One
of the more noteworthy cases of this type,
in addition to the Chessman case, was the
case of Willie Lee Stewart who was sentenced
to death in the District of Columbia in 1953
for first degree murder but, after a series of
trials, finally pleaded guilty to second degree
murder in 1963 and recelved a sentence of
fifteen years to life. His case required nine
unpald lawyers in the District court, fourteen
unpaid lawyers in the court of appeals and
three unpaid lawyers in the Supreme Court;
it required thirteen United States attorneys
or assistants, five of whom worked on two
stages and one of whom worked on three
stages of the case; 1t required twenty trial
level judges and over fifty judges when the
court of appeals and Supreme Court are con-
sidered; and the transcript ran to approxi-
mately five thousand pages. Even aside from
the thought of all those unpaid lawyers, a
record such as that should shock all of us.
Not only does it deprive society of swift and
sure punishment as the best deterrent for
future crime, but the individual who ulti-
mately may be released has undergone an
exceedingly long period of tremendous strain,
if not actual imprisonment. Justice Jackson
has sald “it makes a prisoner’s legitimate
quest for Federal justice an endurance con-
test” with the State. It would be almost im-
possible for any individual, whether ul-
timately convicted or acquitted, to spend that
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length of time in a war with society and not
become embittered against that society. We
are thus failing in one of our most basic aims
in the criminal proceeding, that of rehabili-
tation.

I do not profess to know a magic solution
to this critical problem or to have the ex-
pertise in the field of law to propose detailed
solutions.

However, as a citizen and “politician qua
politician,” I want to point out that there
has been a tendency in this country for the
past years for the Government to expand
and encroach into all areas of our society—
not only political but financial and socio-
logical as well. What has happened is that
because of this constant experimentation,
the legitimate and traditional functions of
Government have suffered—witness the De-
partment of Defense, forelgn policy and
more relevant to this meeting—the judicial
branch of Government.

As one vital step in increasing public re-
spect for law in this country, couldn't we
begin with criminal appeals? Is it too bold
for me to suggest that an appeal in a erimi-
nal case could be heard thirty days after the
trial and decided within another thirty days?
I am told that on appeals the first delay is
the transcript of evidence. In the Congress,
each day's Congressional Record must use as
many words as you ever have in a trial. Yet
the Congressional Record is published early
the next morning. Essentially the House and
the Senate use old-fashioned hand report-
ing. But the reporters work in relays. Couldn’t
you do the same thing? Suppose you have to
hire twice as many reporters. It would be a
small price. If the Record were in the ap-
pellate court the next day, it would be hard
for lawyers to justify dallying thereafter.

I am pleased to learn that the Ninth Circuit
Court has started an experiment in two ju-
dicial districts which goes something like
this: The record in all criminal cases lasting
not more than three days must be filed in
the appeals court within ten days. The
parties say what they have to say in briefs,
all to be completed within twenty days. The
case is heard ten days later and the objective
is for a decision in another ten days. Less
than sixty in all.

Let us pray that it works and that the
little fire spreads throughout the whole ju-
dieial system.

I realize that such a system would raise
hell with the last ditch defense of stalling
until some or all of the witnesses die, but
as a non-lawyer I'm not sure that this would
be a great loss. I'm also aware and am sure
that most of you would agree that much of
the delay encountered today is the fault
neither of the system nor the administration
of justice but results from stipulations for
continuances sought by many of you who
are overwhelmed by work. This is a problem,
however, that the courts could solve them-
selves once the dockets are current.

I am told that one reason for delays is
shorthanded prosecutors’ staffs and inade-
quate staffs in the Attorney Generals' offices
of the States. Also, I am told that the
ordinary United States attorney's office is un-
derstaffed. I am told that in view of all of
our Supreme Court declsions that the prose-
cutors now need, or will soon need, as large
post conviction staffs as pre-conviction
staffs. Let's give them all of the help they
need.

Someone, at this point, is no doubt say-
ing—"but this will cost money,” and what
is a fiscal skinflint like Goldwater doing in
suggesting a further load on an already
bloated budget.

What makes me so bold about spending
money for the judiciary? Well, the concept
of the Federal Government and our own
State government is that each is something
that stands on three legs; the executive, the
legislative, and the judicial. The judiciary
is a legitimate Federal expense and must be
met, On the Federal side the judiciary gets



May 13, 1968

less than one twentieth of one per cent of
the national budget, the legislative about
one tenth of one per cent, and the executive
all the rest.

Let me give you some figures. This fiscal
year the Federal courts will receive $91,906,600
and the Congress $132,738,084. (You may be
interested to know that in the appropriation
for the Senate and the House there is this
year an item of $37,625 for the Joint House
and Senate Committee on reduction of non-
essential Government expenditures. That
item is either much too small or much too
large,) Let me give you some other figures
from our present Federal budget. The De-
partment of Agriculture’s consumer protec-
tive and marketing programs, $89,310,000,
school lunch program, $182,825,000, space
program over four and a half billion, the
Weather Bureau, now called the environ-
tal scilence services administration, also
known as the weather guessers, $163,050,000,
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the Federal Bureau of Investigation, $1886,-
574,000, migratory birds, $7,600,000, com-
munity relations service (whatever that is)
$2,000,000, your Internal Revenue agents,
$691,000,000, Department of Justice, §72,-
703,000.

I do not mean to downgrade the FBI, etc.,
but I would certainly not be offended if our
courts cost as much as the Weather Bureau
and, as a pilot, I use and depend on the
Bureau.

I realize that, if this speech is noted at all,
it will probably be noted as the speech in
which I favorably gquoted Chief Justice Earl
Warren and suggested an increase in govern-
mental spending, ladies and gentlemen, I
apologize for not being able to solve all the
problems of administration of justice by a
volley of verbosity the general practice of
politicians. I can assure you, however, that
unless you and I and all who are interested
in this country do those things necessary to
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reinstill faith in our judicial administration,
the rule of law may well be only a pleasant
but long forgotten phrase.

Thank you.

REPORT BY COMMITTEE OF THE
JUDICIARY OF USE OF FOREIGN
CURRENCIES IN 1967

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the Mutual Security Act
of 1954, as amended, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp
the report of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary concerning foreign currencies uti-
lized by that committee in 1967 in con-
nection with foreign travel.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS BY THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, U.S. SENATE, BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1967

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
MName and country Name of currency U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. doilar LS. dollar
Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or U.S. currency or LS. currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or U.S.
currency currency currency currency currency
Abrams, George S.:
Germany. ......... 5,302, 80 1,334.71
Israel___.____.. 1,650 550. 00
Netherlands. . 1,963.15
Switzerland__ 2,044, 20 473.58
United Kingdom. 47.30.6 135.50
............ 3.037.83
3,425.60 856, 19
750 250. 00
13,000 200. 00
............ 1,306. 19
, 560, 896.
259. 65 202200 4035 - AbEh B i 1,515.95 303.09
L e e P et vl MR S s A R e L E LS P L L R
Burdick, Quentin, N.:
u;er’ngny ....................... Deutsche mark....... 2,825, FU IR ATl [ St 2,825.2 711.10
L T R G R e S S Kronas i =ir s 457.95 93.00 245.73 50.92 85.15 | R RS RS 788.83 160.
O e e e e T 000 e L S R A e T Rl G i e 871.52
deHaan, Dale S.:
R e e DaREh e TR ool sl LR e ey 10, 7831680, 270028 _ .. .. . eiiiescoaues 10, 783. 60 2,700.24
Hong Kon, 299,68 51. 00 525, 56 92. 00 50. 94 8.00 281.32 49,00 1,157.50 200. 00
Japan__. 19, 440 54. 00 28,800 80. 00 5, 760 16. 00 18, 000 50. 00 72,000 200, 00
Switzerland , 008, 20 234,00 1,289.80 299, 00 529,90 122, 48 280. 50 65.00  3,108.40 720, 48
T ey e o 1 S H ATLO0 e 2,846.72 . _.. 164.00 _.____...... 38072
Mesmer, Fred M.:
F 179.97 910 186.70  7,465.47  1,516.15 170 33.33  9,425.47 1,916. 15
173.12 775 194. 08 643. 45 161. 80 90. 50 22,73 2,198.95 551.73
125, 50 126. 00 49,53 118.22 20 49,00 168.97 418, 22
343.08 241,250 384.92 225,632 360, 98 56, 200 90.03 736,482  1,179.01
339.08 1,751 406. 44 1.8 425,21 234,75 54.48  5,297.75 1,225, 31
. Pound_ 155. 92 65 180. 3 70.61 5 13.78 222 620.6
Total.. —=p o= LMENT iy TTEEME s bR AR 263.35 . & 5,910.93
Wolan, John E.: Vietnam___ .. 3 Plastra 250. 00 23,600 200. 00 5,900 50. 00 11, 800 100. 00 70, 200 600. 00
Powers, N. Thompson: Vietnam_..___ = 200. 00 20. 650 175. 00 2,950 25.00 11, 800 100. 00 59, 000 500. 00
Prettyman, E. Barrett, Jr.: Vietnam_.._.._. 200. 00 20, 650 175. 00 2,950 25. 40 11, 800 100. 00 59, 000 500. 00
‘Safran, Nadav:
el ey TR NS i Rl R LM O 5,302.80 1,334,701 _.____ o i 80 1,334.71
Israel. ... = 304. 00 585 185. 00 34,00 51 17.18 1,521 540. 18
Switzerland 51,00 130 30.00 43 10.00 40 9.00 429 100. 00
Tl e 35500 e 2500 ..oaraianat 1, 3?8 7 AL SIS Fyf LR L 1,974.89
Sommer, John G.: Vietnam_. 237.00 28,000 s || R R R BT 2 S 3,000 26.00 59, 000 500. 00
sourg:?sﬁajnmin“ﬁ:f ................. caawa 3,010.49 i T s B O e, 3,010, 40 756. 95
United Kingdom..... .-~ ——-.. Pound_ ... 20.4.4 81.81 10.5 28.70 18.16.9 53.67 13.3 1.86  58.18.16 166. 04
B e i IR S ey L T Y LBl i e 270 e 1 {1 O 185 O leiall 922.99
RECA.PITULATION
Foreign currency (U.S. dollar equivalent). .. ..o comom e R s, R B i BB S e e e i e 0 sy T % et UM

PROPOSED EXPANSION OF
NATIONAL AIRPORT
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, it is
now 2 years since the first commercial
jet aircraft landed at National Airport.

This morning’s Washington Post says it
all in one brief sentence:

The greatest mistake that has been made
was letting the first jet land at National be-
cause this encouraged the airlines to plan
on bringing more and bigger jets there.

The Post’s editorial was prompted by
the recent publication of the Air Trans-
port Association’s master plan for the
Washington airports. The ATA wants
National expanded so that it can handle
ever bigger jets. Such expansion would,
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of course, only add to the problems that
already exist. The hazards of heavy air
traffic in the skies over Washington
would be increassd. Congestion on the
ground would be unbearable. The crush
of planes, ground vehicles, and people
would lead to a chaotic situation.

Meanwhile, Dulles and Friendship, two
modern airports built and equipped for
the jet age, stand in close proximity to
Washington without any of the prob-
lems that beset National Airport. It
would be far wiser to phase commercial
operations to Dulles and Friendship. Na-
tional would remain to serve the great
number of general aviation craft that
already compete with the big jets for its
limited space and facilities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Post editorial be printed in
the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Goop NEIGHBOR To WHoM?

The Air Transport Associatlon was very
careful in announcing its master plan for the
Washington airports to say it was seeking “the
dual objectives of best serving the travel-
ing public and being a good neighbor to the
community.” But its concept of neighbor-
liness seems rather strange when the plan
urges that National Airport be expanded in a
way permitting it to handle the monster
Jets of the future and that the runways be
changed so some of the planes will disturb
those who live along the Anacostia River in-
stead of those who live in Georgetown.

Under the plan, of course, a new terminal
would have to be built at National and park-
ing spaces would have to be tripled, since the
airport would be handling more than twice as
many people in 1975 as it did in 1965. A new
runway would have to be added and an exist-
ing one expanded with part of the construc-
tion sticking into the river. There would have
to be, naturally, new access roads. The cost
would be well over $50 million. In the mean-
time, thls organization of airlines says, the
growth of Dulles would continue and 10 years
from now it might begin to be almost as
busy as National.

If the airline industry could get one simple
idea implanted in its collective mind, Wash-
ington's problems with air transportation
would be suddenly simplified. That simple
idea is that Nationai Airport is not a fit
place for a major terminal in the jet age.
The noise. the dirt, and the safety problems
of having jet planes landing in the middle of
a city cannot be toierated. The greatest mis-
take that has been made was letting the first
jet land at National because this encouraged
the airlines to plan on bringing more and
bigger jets there.

This master plan by the airlines is a mas-
sive disappointment. The real task is to Agure
out how to transfer the traffic from National
to Dulles. On this the plan is silent. But since
th2 airlines insist on blinding themselves to
the fundamental objection to National, the
sllence is understandable. What is not under-
standable is why the airlines are so intent
on flying jets through the bedrooms and yards
of so many people. Maybe the airline execu-
tives have become so immune to noise and

dirt and danger that they don't know that
some people still care,

GREATER PROTECTION NEEDED BY
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MER-
CHANTS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to insert
in the Recorp an article which appeared
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in the Washington Evening Star of May
11 entitled “Merchants Demand Greater
Protection,” together with an article by
Irna Moore, Washington Post staff writer,
which appeared in the Post of May 12,
entitled “Dealer in Antiques, Disturbed
by Riots, Closes His Doors.”

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
May 11, 1968]
MERCHANTS DEMAND GREATER PROTECTION

About 20 downtown businesses have sent
telegrams to the White House to “strongly
urge that the President or other high au-
thority make frequent public announcements
that law and order will be upheld in the Na-
tion's Capital.”

The telegrams, similarly worded but sent
separately by the firms, also ask “that appro-
priate enforcement measures be taken now.”

The wires do not represent any formal
group and their sending was informally ar-
ranged, one business executive said today.
Most of the businesses are along downtown
G Street NW. an area that saw spotty looting
during the riot here last month,

INSERTED IN RECORD

The wires also were sent to Sen. Robert C.
Byrd, D-W. Va., and Sen. John McClellan, D-
Ark. The latter inserted them into the Con-
gressional Record and referred to them yes-
terday during his speech in the Senate on the
Safe Streets bill. McClellan had previously
said that he has turned over to authorities
information alleging a militant plot to take
control of the Poor People’s Campalgn from
the Rev. Ralph Abernathy.

Both Byrd and MecClellan have asked for
strong law enforcement statements from the
President—and unsuccessfully asked the Jus-
tice Department to get a court injunction to
block the campalgn.

MecClellan also included in the Congres-
sional Record a statement from the Business
and Professional Association of Far North-
east here which backs year-around, “birth to
maturity” education. with job training, and
asks “stern and unylelding enforcement of
laws."”

RAPS ABERNATHY REMARKS

Quoting a headline, “He'll Be Tough, Aber-
nathy Says,” McClellan said: “Does that
mean he is going to be nasty when he gets
here? I do not know how one can draw
any other coneclusion. If the newspaper (The
Star) quoted him correctly, here is what he
sald: "I won't be violent.”

“Of course they always couch it that way,
knowing that what tkhey are doing 1s caleu-
lated to Incite to violence,” McClellan said.

Also inserted in the Congressional Record
were a statement from the North Washington
Council of Citizens Associations urging no
“occupation” of federal property by the Poor
People's Campaign and a letter from a man
irn Vienna, Va,, calling the campaign a “Com-
munist invasion of Washington.”

Sometimes shouting and shaking his fist,
McClellan advocated passage of the safe
streets bill, attacked some court rulings and
issued warnings about the Poor People's
Campaign. He then inserted in today's Con-
gressional Record some of the hundreds of
letters he said he has been receiving on these
subjects.

Many of the letters and wires from over
the country voiced fear there may be some
criminal linkup with the campaign.

Two were from businesses that sald they
had jobs but no takers. A firm in Atlanta
said it had 100 jobs at $1.80 to $2.80 an hour
“going begging.” An Arkansas firm sald it
had 325 unfilled jobs with pay starting at
$1.89 an hour.

Rep. John 8. Monagan, D-Conn., com-
mented yesterday that the campaign has a
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“potential for tragedy,” and Rep. Harley O.
Staggers, D-W. Va., sald troops should be
stationed here immediately *to protect
marchers as well as residents of the city.”

| From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
May 12, 1968]
DEALER IN ANTIQUES, DISTURBED BY RIOTS,
Croses His Doors
(By Irna Moore)

Johnny DiLizza considers himself an
American success story: an immigrant from
Italy with $14 in his pocket in 1947 and now
the owner of a successful Washington an-
tique shop who makes chandeliers for the
wealthy, the embassies and the U.S, Capitol.

But since last month's rioting he has
felt discouraged and has decided to close
up his shop, Gonzalez Antiques, at 2414 18th
st. nw., and go back to Italy for a few months
“until things cool down."

“My life is an example of the great oppor-
unity this country offers, the chance to really
feel like being a man,” DiLizza sald at his
shop yesterday. “But now all this happens
and all of a sudden you feel let down.”

DiLizza learned the art of chandelier mak-
ing from Henry Gongzalez, the original owner
of the store, when he came to this country
in 1947. Six years later Gonzalez gave him the
store—for $10—and DiLizza estimates that
he has made 7000 chandellers since then.

His prize project has been the 18 chandl-
liers he constructed for the Capitol; his most
expensive, a $10,000 fixture made for a New
York restaurant, An average chandelier takes
him about two hours, but the $10,000 job
took three weeks.

Now a husky and graying 44, DiLizza sald
frankly that he was “frightened, discouraged
and confused.” A small antique shop which
he owns next door was looted during the riot-
ing of $4200 worth of merchandise.

“Three times since then I've gotten phone
calls saying that I was going to be burned
out,” he sald. “I spent the whole day mov-
ing out and then I move them back in again.
No one can work this way.”

He added that he has never considered
himself a businessman or the work he does
a business, but "It's more like a family, all
my customers are friends too.” Many of them
came to help me move his work those three
times he sald.

Pointing to the 35 crystal and bronze
chandeliers suspended from the shop's ceil-
ing, DiLizza said: “But this is not a shop
to take a chance with, there are too many
priceless things. All the insurance in the
neighborhood was canceled about a year ago—
they sald the area was too risky.”

Now he plans to take as much as he can
out of the store, close it up for five or six
months and spend the time at a house he
owns in his native Sorrento.

“I'm just closing for a while—it's the only
way,” he =aid. A U.S. citizen since 1954,
Dilizza stated that he would never think
of not coming back.

“I'm not running away, just letting things
cool down,” he added. “If I moved the shop
to some other neighborhood the other busi-
nesses on this street would follow me and the
whole area would be hurt.”

“If I did that, I'd be running all the
time. This way, if things change, if the gov-
ernment does something for the people, if I
can come back here I will.”

LAWLESSNESS IN THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to insert
the following news articles in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD:

A story which appeared in the Wash-
ington Post of Saturday, May 11, entitled
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“Three Buildings Burned Out; Arson
Seen”';

A news story in the Washington Post
of May 11, entitled “Two Bus Drivers
Robbed Within Half an Hour”;

A news story in the Washington Post
of May 12, entitled “Bus Driver Shot,
Robbed by Gunmen”’;

A news story which appeared in the
Washington Sunday Star of May 12, en-
titled “Shots Fired Into Two District of
Columbia Firehouses”;

An article by Walter Gold, titled
“School Blazes Set, Youths Jeer Fire-
men,” vhich appeared in the Washington
Star of May 13; and

A news story titled “Youths Rape Girl,
14, at UPO Dance,” which appeared in
today’'s Washington Star.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, May
11, 1968)
THREE BUILDINGS BURNED OUT—ARSON SEEN

A fire that officials sald was set by youths
with cans of flammable liquid burned out
three buildings in the 2900 block of 14th
Street nw. last night. The blaze was out
of control for more than an hour.

Fire Insp. George Meyer called the blaze
“definitely a case of arson.” He said gasoline
cans were found in three businesses in the
block between Harvard Street and Columbia
Road. All were total losses, he said.

The affected buildings were House of
Jerry's clothing store at 20209, Thomsen
Jewelry at 2913 and Caruso Florists at 2917.
All had been damaged in the April riots.

About 25 pleces o1 fire equipment went to
the scene at 9:20 p.m. A second alarm was
turned in two minutes later.

Smoke damage to a neighboring building
at 1372 Columbia rd. nw. was sald to be
extensive. The building has a common wall
with two of the burned stores.

Assistant Pire Chief William C. Wietzel,
who directed operations, said the fire was
almost under control about 9:45 p.m. when
it suddenly erupted again in a ball of flame.”
Severa] firemen on ladders near the build-
ings at the time narrowly escaped.

Other fires last night that officlals said
were of suspicious origin included:

A restaurant at 701 Rhode Island ave. nw.
that was damaged about 5 p m. for the sec-
ond straight night by flammable liquids be-
ing 1it inside, Insp. Meyer said.

A trash fire at 10:156 p.m. in the rear of
the 1400 block of Irving Street nw. that
caused minor damage.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, May 11,
1968]

Two Bus DrIVERs RoBBED WITHIN HALF AN
Hour

Two D.C. Transit bus drivers were robbed
half an hour apart yesterday, one of them
by a group of about 20 teenage youths.

Driver John D. Rogers, 24, said a group of
youths got on his bus at 6th Street and
Mississippi Avenue se, about 3:35 p.m. The
boys, none of them armed, forced Rogers to
turn over about $130 in bills, change and
tokens.

Half an hour earlier, driver John T. White,
43, was approached from behind by a pas-
senger armed with a knife in the 100 block of
Irvington Street sw. White gave the man 250
tokens and unknown amount of bills and
change.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, May 12,
68]
Bus DrRIVER SHOT, ROBBED BY GUNMEN

One of three bandits shot a D.C. Transit
System bus driver in the right arm Priday
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night as he complied with the order of an-
other gunman to turn over his money.

Police said the victim, Wade H. Winkle-
pleck, 37, of 3329 S, Wakefield st., Arlington,
was accosted by the gunmen at his layover
stop, South Caplitol Terrace and Joliet Street
sw., at about 11:30 p.m. Winklepleck told
police the three boarded his bus at 8th
Street and Virginia Avenue sw. and were
about to get off when they pulled guns and
announced the holdup. They escaped with
an undetermined amount of money and
tokens. Winklepleck was released after treat-
ment for his wound in Hadley Memorial
Hospital.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star,
May 12, 1968]
Suors Fmep INTo Two District ofF Co-
LUMBIA FIREHOUSES

Shots have been fired into two District
firehouses since the civil disorders here last
month, but nobody was hurt in either inci-
dent, fire officials reported.

An officer of Engine Company No. 12, at
North Capitol Street and Florida Avenue,
sald a single shot was fired into the firehouse
about ® p.m. Thursday while the company
was out on a call.

The shot passed through the firehouse
door, dented the cowl of a hose truck parked
inside, and ricocheted into a wall, the officer
sald. He said police investigating the incident
estimated that the bullet came from a 25-
caliber or larger weapon. He said the station
has been threatened.

An officer of Engine Company No. 30, 49th
Street and Centrai Avenue NE, sald a shot
was fired into that firehouse about 1:30 a.m.
on Sunday, April 18.

The bullet passed through a window and
into a wall, he said. The officer said his com-
pany received no threats either before or
since the incident.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
May 13, 1968]
ScHooL BLAazES SET—YOUTHS JEER FIREMEN
(By Walter Gold)

Vandals broke into a Southeast Washing-
ton elementary school last night, ransacked
most of the classrooms and set three fires, be-
fore fleeing past firemen, police reported.

The fires were confined to sections of two
classrooms and an auditorium at Turner
Elementary School, Stanton Road and Ala-
bama Avenue SE. The loss was estimated at
about $1,000 and other damage was expected
to total several hundred dollars.

Although youths were still running
through the building when firemen reached
the scene at 8:40 p.m., police who arrived
minutes later were unable to apprehend any
of them. Hundreds of youngsters taunted
firemen while they fought the blaze, but
there were no serious incidents,

ELEVEN OTHER FIRES SET

Eleven other arson cases were reported
throughout the city during the night, the
highest number of blazes set here on a single
night in recent weeks. None of the blazes, in-
cluding the school fire, caused serious injury
or extensive property damage, fire officials
reported.

Some of the buildings burned last night
bore “Soul Brother” markings which, in other
cities, have protected businesses owned or
operated by Negroes. Recent arson cases here
have been acts of vandalism rather than
racially motivated, police and fire officials
agreed today.

Vandals who broke into the Turner school
apparently forced their way in through
boarded up ground-floor windows, police said.

The youths, believed to have been between
6 and 14, went from room to room, turning
over desks, scattering school papers and
spreading paint and ink around the rooms.
School officials said the 3-story school build-
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ing “was a mess, but a lot of straightening
up will repair most of the damage.”

Before fleeing, the youths used matches
to set desks and books on fire in the two
classrooms and to ignite a small blaze on the
auditorium floor. Some of the youths appar-
ently remained behind long enough to show
firemen where the blazes were, according to
Fire Inspector George I, Meyer.

Saturday night, another fire believed set
by arsonists caused about $100 damage to
a window area of the Browne Junior High
School at 24th Street and Benning Road NE,
fire officials said.

Fire officials termed another small fire Sat-
urday near Glover-Archibold Park in North-
west Washington a case of arson, but dis-
counted the possibility that the blaze was
connected with the rash of fires set by arson-
ists in inner city areas since last month’s
rioting.

The fire was reported at 2:21 p.m. in the
basement of a 2-story apartment building
at 3904 Edmunds St. NW, an area between
the park and the U.S. Naval Observatory.

No injuries were reported, but fire officials
sald damage to a basement storeroom was
extensive, where several rugs apparently had
been set afire.

Last night's 11 arson cases, in order of the
time they were reported, were:

TRASH SET ON FIRE

At 11:49 p.m., arsonists believed to have
been juveniles set some trash on fire in the
rear of 3178 Mount Pleasant St. NW, caus-
ing minor damage.

At 12:20 a.m., another group set fire to
trash In the rear of 1028 Bladensburg Road
NE, resulting in minor damage.

Eighteen minutes later, another trash fire
was set in a basement storage room at 637
3rd St. NE, causing about $200 damage.

At 1:34 am., someone set an abandoned
car on fire in the 2400 block of Ontario Road
NW, partly destroying it.

Eleven minutes later, a fire was reported
on a vacant second floor of a building at 701
Rhode Island Ave. NW, the fourth time in a
week that arsonists have set fires at that
address. The other fires all were started in a
restaurant-drugstore on the street level. Last
night’s blaze caused moderate damage to
what remained from the previous fires.

As weary District firemen were leaving the
Rhode Island Avenue blaze, another fire set
by arsonists a few blocks away engulfed an
already burned-out liquor store on the
southwest corner of 9th and P Streets NW.
This blaze, reported at 2:01 a.m., also heavily
damaged several second-floor apartments
where two occupants were overcome by
smoke and briefly hospitalized.

Fifteen minutes later, still another
burned-out building was set on fire again at
1501 1st St. NW, causing minor damage.

And two minutes later, at 2:17 am., an-
other building was set on fire at 401 H St.
NE, also causing minor damage.

At 2:256 a.m., more trash was set on fire
by arsonists at 1650 3rd St. NW, causing
little damage.

At one minute to 3 a.m., another aban-
doned car was set on fire in front of 1733
Willard St. NW, causing heavy damage to the
car.

And at 3:568 a.m., juveniles broke into
Bregman's Variety Store at 1246 H St. NE and
set a rear room on fire, causing moderate
damage.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
May 13, 1968]

YourHS RAPE GIRL, 14, AT UPO DANCE

£i 14-year-old girl was raped Saturday
night when she went to a dance in the base-
ment of a United Planning Organization
youth center, police reported.

The girl and a companion had gone to
the center at 2740 14th St. NW to attend the
dance in the basement and both were
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grabbed by a group of youths as they en-
tered. The other girl escaped. The 14-year-old
was then raped by three youths, police said.
She was treated for a laceration of the right
eye at D.C. General Hospital. The girl and
her three assailants are all Negroes.

Police said the adult supervisors for the
dance were upstairs when the attack
occurred.

A 42-year-old woman was raped and
robbed at gunpoint by a youth about 17
around 11 p.m. Saturday in a vacant lot in
the T00 block of Division Avenue NE, police
reported. The woman, a Negro, was treated
at D.C. General for a cut knee and released.
She said her assailant was also a Negro.

An attempted rape was reported by a 20-
year-old woman early yesterday in the Far
Northeast. She told police a gunman broke
into her apartment through a window and
told her he was hiding from police after
committing a robbery minutes before. Her
two children were asleep in the next room.

The woman, a Negro, told police the man,
who was also a Negro, fled after trying to
rape her.

TOWARD FREEDOM FROM FEAR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
insert in the REcorp an article entitled
“Nixon: ‘Toward Freedom From Fear’,”
which appeared in the Washington Post
of Sunday, May 12.

There being no objection the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Nmxon: “Towarp Freepom From FEAR"

(Note.—In the brief span of time since
Richard M. Nixon released his policy paper
on crime last Wednesday, it has become
clear that the position set forth will become
an issue in the campaign. Outlook here
reprints excerpts from the text, which Nixon
entitled “Toward Freedom From Fear.”)

In the last seven years, while the popula-
tion of this country was rising some 10 per
cent, crime in the United States rose a stag-
gering 88 per cent. If the present rate of new
crime continues, the number of rapes and
robberies and assaults and thefts in the
United States today will double—by the end
of 1972.

This is a prospect America cannot accept.
If we allow it to happen, then the city jungle
will cease to be a metaphor. It will become
a barbaric reality, and the brutal soclety
that now flourishes in the core cities of
America will annex the afluent suburbs. This
Nation will then be what it is fast becom-
ing—an armed camp of 200 million Ameri-
cans living in fear.

But to stop the rising crime rate and to
reduce the incidence of crime in America,
we must first speak with a new candor about
its causes and cures.

We cannot explain away crime in this
country by charging it off to poverty—and
we would not rid ourselves of the crime
problem even if we succeeded overnight in
lifting everyone above the poverty level. The
role of poverty as a cause of the crime up-
surge In America has been grossly exagger-
ated—and the incumbent Administration
bears major responsibility for perpetuation
of the myth . . .

In recent years, this Nation has grown
wealthier and its riches have been more
widely distributed than in any other coun-
try in the world. And yet crime has been go-
ing up about three times as rapidly as the
GNP (gross national product).

And poverty tells us nothing about the
enormous increases in juvenile crime and
drug abuse by teen-agers in the affluent
suburb of America.

The success of criminals in this country
plays a far greater role in the rising crime
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rate than any consideration of poverty. To-
day, an estimated one in eight crimes results
in conviction and punishment.

If the conviction rate was doubled in this
country, it would do more to eliminate crime
in the future than a quadrupling of the
funds for any governmental war on poverty.

In short, crime creates crime—because
crime rewards the criminal. And we will re-
duce crime as we reduce the profits of
criminals.

There is another attitude that must be dis-
carded if we are to wage an effective national
war against this enemy within. That attitude
is the socially suicidal tendency—on the part
of many public men—to excuse crime and
sympathize with criminals because of past
grievances the criminal may have against so-
ciety. By now Americans, I believe, have
learned the hard way that a society that is
lenient and permissive for criminals is a so-
ciety that is neither safe nor secure for in-
nocent men and women.

One of the operative principles of a free
soclety is that men are accountable for what
they do. No criminal can justify his crimes
on the basis of some real or imagined griev-
ance against his soclety. And our sympathy
for the plight or the past of a criminal can-
not justify turning him loose to prey again
upon innocent people. . . .

ORGANIZED CRIME

Organized crime is the tapeworm of the
American society. In recent years it has
prospered as never before and broadened its
influence in government and legitimate busi-
ness and unions. The absence of an adequate
response at the national level to this national
threat is a glaring failure of the present Ad-
ministration.

One of the most effective groups of men
within Government combatting this kind of
criminal activity over the years has been the
Organized Crime Section of the Department
of Justice. Yet when President Johnson took
office, the number of man days spent in fleld
investigating by members of the OCS, the
number of man days spent testifying before
grand juries and the number of man days
spent in court all suddenly decreased between
50 and 75 per cent.

This wholesale de-escalation of the Jus-
tice Department's war against organized
crime has not to this day been adequately
explained.

Equally puzzling is the Administration’s
adamant opposition to the use—against orga-
nized crime—of the same wiretap and elec-
tronic surveillance the Government employs
to safeguard the national security. Not only
does the Administration oppose the use of
these weapons against crime, it has asked
Congress to forbid that use by law. Such
legislation would be a tragic mistake.

Organized crime is a secret society. By
denying to state and Federal law-enforce-
ment agencies the tools to penetrate that
secrecy, the President and the Attorney Gen-
eral are unwittingly guaranteeing the leaders
of organized crime a privileged sanctuary
from which to proceed with the systematic
corruption of American life . . .

An overwhelming majority of the Presi-
dent's own blue-ribbon crime commission
recommended enabling legislation for the use
of wiretap. The Judicial Conference, consist-
ing of ranking Federal judges from across the
Nation and headed by Chief Justice Earl
Warren, has approved such legislation. And
the Supreme Court has left the door open
to a carefully drawn wiretap measure with
proper safeguards . . .

STEFS BY CONGRESS

There are other steps which Congress can
take independently to strengthen the peace
forces in our society against the forces of
crganized crime. Some of these recommenda-
tions have been endorsed by the President's
commission on crime.

1. Congress should enact legislation mak-
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Ing it a Federal crime to invest in legitimate
business either money which has been gath-
ered from illegal racket actlvities or money
that has not been reported for income tax
purposes. Such measures would focus the
tax enforcement machinery on the problem
of organized crime.

2. Congress should authorize substantial
increase in the number of Customs Bureau
officlals. In the last decade, while the number
of customs officials has risen 4 per cent, the
number of people entering the country has
risen 50 per cent and the number of aircraft
100 per cent. These would be an effective de-
terrent to the Import of narcotics, a multi-
million dollar annual item in the income
statement of organized crime.

3. Congress should establish a permanent
joint congressional committee on organized
crime.

4. Congress should authorize whatever
Federal personnel are necessary to carry out
the new responsibilities under these pieces
of recommended legislation.

5. Congress should enact the Republican-
proposed organized crime immunity statute.
Once granted immunity from prosecution
based on his testimony, a witness would be
required to testify before a grand jury or at
trial, or face jail for criminal contempt.
This would be another and an effective legal
tool with which to cut through the curtain
of secrecy that envelops organized crime.
Witness immunity would make it possible
to get to the higher echelons of the crime
syndicate.

These are a few of the steps that can and
should be taken if we are to make realistic
rather than rhetorical progress in uprooting
the infrastructure of organized crime. Yet
both the President and his Attorney Gen-
eral, Mr. (Ramsey) Clark, who have the
principal responsibility for leading the war
on organized crime, are either indifferent
to or in active opposition to a majority of
these measures.

That attitude has made of the President’s
proposal to the Congress the kind of com-
promise legislation that organized crime can
live with . . .

STREET CRIME

But organized crime, though a multi-
billion-dollar enterprise and a major con-
tributing factor to street crime, cannot alone
explain the 88 per cent increase in muggings,
robberies, rapes and assaults over the past
seven years. Another contributing cause of
this staggering increase is that street crime
is a more lucrative and less risky occupa-
tion than it has ever been in the past. Only
one of eight major crimes committed now
results in arrest, prosecution, conviction
and punishment—and a 12 per cent chance
of punishment is not adequate to deter a
man bent on a career in crime. Among the
contributing factors to the small figure are
the decisions of a majority of one of the
United States Supreme Court.

The Miranda and Escobedo decisions of
the high court have had the effect of seri-
ously hamstringing the peace forces in our
soclety and strengthening the criminal
forces.

From the point of view of the peace
forces, the cumulative impact of these deci-
slons has been to very nearly rule out the
“confession” as an effective and major tool
in prosecution and law enforcement . ..

From the point of view of the criminal
forces, the cumulative impact of these de-
cisions has been to set free patently guilty
individuals on the basis of legal technicali-
ties.

The tragic lesson of guilty men walking
free from hundreds of courtrooms across this
country has not been lost on the criminal
community.

The balance must be shifted back toward
the peace forces in our society and a requisite
step is to redress the imbalance created by
these specific court decislons. I would thus
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urge Congress to enact proposed legislation
that—dealing with both Miranda and Esco-
bedo—would leave it to the judge and the
jury to determine both the voluntariness
and the validity of any confession. If judges
and juries can determine guilt or innocence
they can certainly determine whether a con-
fession is voluntary and valid. The rule of
reason and justice should replace the Dick-
ensian legalisms that have obtained as a
result of recent Supreme Court decisions.

(In Title III of the omnibus crime bill now
pending in the Senate, there ls a proposal
to correct the imbalance resulting from these
decisions; that proposal deserves passage de-
spite the vigorous opposition of the Attorney
General.) . . .

If it should become impossible to draw
such legislation to the satisfaction of the
high court, then consideration should be
given to amending the Constitution. In-
volved here is the first civil right of every
American, the right to be protected in his
home, business and person from domestic
violence, and it is being traduced with ac-
celerating frequency in every community in
America . . .

These decisions by a majority of the Su-
preme Court have had a far-reaching im-
pact in this country. They have been the
subject of controversy; they were the focus
of vigorous dissent on the part of the minor-
ity. And I think they point up a genuine
need—a need for future Presidents to in-
clude in their appointments to the United
States Supreme Court men who are thorough-
1y experienced and versed in the criminal
laws of the land . , .

NATION'S CAPITAL

There is another area where the Federal
Government can not only play a leading
role—but where it has the opportunity to
make a dramatic demonstration of its con-
cern with the problem of crime, its commit-
ment to new solutions and the efficacy of
its proposals. That is in Washington, D.C.—
the Nation's Capital, where the authority of
the Federal Government is great and its pre-
rogatives many.

Today, Washington, D.C., should be a
model city as far as law enforcement is con-
cerned—a national laboratory in which the
latest in crime prevention and detection can
be tested and the results reported to a wait-
ing Nation. The record, however, is other-

If across America the peace forces in city
after city and state after state have been
gradually giving up ground to the criminal
forces—in Washington, D.C., the forces of
peace are in disorganized retreat. Since 1960,
crime in the Nation's Capital has increased
by 100 percent.

Again, however, the Administration has
been slow to recognize the developing threat.
It was only after severe criticism and intense
public pressure that the D.C. erime bill was
finally signed into law by the President in
1967.

A LAWLESS SOCIETY

These are not all of the steps that should
be taken. But here, in these proposals, I be-
lieve a beginning can be made toward re-
moving from this Nation the stigma of a
lawless society , . .

If the American people are willing to com-
mit themselves to pay the necessary price to
restore peace to the society, it can be done.
If they are willing to commit themselves to
the proposition that any man who disobeys
the law pays the penalty the law exacts, then
we can begin to turn this crime wave back.

We can put an end to an urban situation
where the infirm, the old and the women
refuse to visit their parks or enjoy the en-
tertainment and good life a city can offer be-
cause they are afrald. We can reduce crime
by making it a more hazardous and less
rewarding occupation.

In connection with the President's crime
commission report, a poll was taken of aver-
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age Americans. It found that of those polled
43 percent were afraid to be on the streets
at night; 35 percent would not speak to
strangers and 21 percent used cars and taxis
at night to avold mass transit,

Those are not the statistics of a great
soclety; they are the statistics of a lawless
soclety—they are statistics we must and will
change.

PRESS CANNOT WIN IN VIETNAM
WAR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to insert
in the REcorD an article by Joseph Alsop
which appeared in the May 12 issue of
the Washington Post entitled “Press
Cannot Win in Vietnam War."”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Press CaNnoT WIN IN VIETNAM WaR
(By Joseph Alsop)

Because of the Vietnamese war, the Ameri-
can press and its allled media now appear
to be between a very rough rock and a very
hard place. For a newspaperman who remem-
bers with relish and some pride no less than
36 years of active reporting, it 1s a dreadful
thing to have to say. Yet if we win the war,
as I still think we shall, both the press and
the allied media will certainly look incon-
ceivably foolish. And if we lose the war, the
press will just as certainly be blamed—
whenever the horrible inquest begins that
will surely follow the first defeat in war in
American history.

There you have both rock and hard place,
simply and crudely defined. Both the hard
place and the rock result from the tone and
character of the reporting from Vietnam, of
the endless published analyses of Vietnamese
developments, and of the interminable
editorializing about the war, by all but a
minority of those engaged in these pursuits.
This does not mean for one moment that the
vast majority of reporters, editorial writers
and the rest are not courageous, industrious
and honorable men, who have sought to tell
the truth according to their lights. But it
does mean that for one reason or another,
to which I shall try to come later, the part
of the truth most of them have told has
conveyed an exceptionally misleading picture
of the whole truth.

The easiest way to gauge how totally mis-
leading that picture has been is to glance at
the amazing letter that Arthur Schlesinger
Jr. published on March 22 in The Washington
Post. The letter was a plea, no doubt honestly
anguished, for the immediate evacuation of
Khesanh. Schlesinger began by accusing Gen.
Willlam C. Westmoreland of “repeating the
fatal error of the French (by placing) a large
body of troops out in the hills where they
can be surrounded and cut off.” This, ex-
claimed Schlesinger, “is precisely what we
have succeeded in doing at KEhesanh. Today,
5000 American soldiers are surrounded and
cut off by 20,000 of the enemy, every night
creeping and burrowing further in toward
their target.”

DISMISSED WESTMORELAND

Putting on a borrowed Field Marshal's hat,
Schlesinger then explained that no “people
in their senses” could possibly “suppose that
airpower will now ‘save’ Khesanh in case of
attack.” He contemptuously dismissed Gen-
eral Westmoreland as a “tragic and spectacu-
lar failure."” He included the usual sneer at
President Johnson, And so he reached his
grand climax, as follows:

“Yes: airpower is one vital difference be-
twen Khesanh and Diembienphu, For, if air-
power cannot save Khesanh, it may still save
the men in Khesanh. Let us (use airpower to
evacuate Khesanh), before enemy antl-air-
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craft batteries interdict our flights, before
enemy mortars destroy our landing strip, be-
fore enemy shock troops overrun the base.
Let us not sacrifice our brave men to the
folly of generals and the obstinacy of Pres-
idents.”

In short, Schlesinger was firmly convinced,
as late as March 22, that Khesanh and its
defenders were sure to be overrun. If his
conviction had not been absolute, he would
hardly have risked writing such a letter,
which he can hardly look back upon to-
day without novel self-doubts. But—and here
is the rub—much of the American press and
most of the allled media need only read the
Schlesinger letter to see themselves, as in
a mirror. He was perhaps overeager to be-
lieve the worse, and he seems to have taken
very poor military advice. But he was above
all misled by his informants; and his chief
informants, one may be sure, were the front
pages and the television shows, “The agony
of Khesanh' was one of the current phrases,
and others might be cited.

TEDIOUS BATTLE

What, then, was it really like, and what
actually happened? To begin with, Khesanh
was no more agonizing, though it was a
damned sight more tedious and long drawn
out, than any other combat experience. We
had four battalions in Khesanh—the 26th
Marine regiment plus a battalion of the 9th
Marines—and the South Vitenamese, of whom
Schlesinger appears not to have heard, had
the equivalent of two battalions. Like any
battle, Ehesanh produced its honored dead,
for that, alas, is what battles always do.
But between the beginning and the end of the
slege, the American units at Khesanh actually
lost, in killed, not many more than 200 men,
whereas a single battalion of Marines lost
70 killed—about one-third of the compara-
ble losses of four battalions at Khesanh—in
the recent hard and heroic fight for Daido,
which lasted only a few days.

At Khesanh, again, the American casual-
ties mainly resulted from enemy artillery
and mortar fire, rather regularly described
as “infernos of incoming.” And this was a
fairly curious phrase for an enemy rate of
fire that averaged only 192 artillery and
mortar rounds per day throughout the siege.
When I was there for a bit more than a day,
for instance, the Khesanh base took 154 in-
coming rounds. That was a bit below average,
but it is still worth noting that except for
four badly mis-aimed rounds fired at the
landing zone when I was walting for a de-
parting helicopter, I actually heard a grand
total of three incoming rounds. And despite
other infirmities, I am not yet deaf, and the
tough and able Ehesanh commander, Colonel
David Lownds, kindly allowed me to accom-
pany him on a long tour on foot around
the whole big base, with the exception of
South Vietnamese positions and the hill-
outposts held by our Marines beyond the
perimeter.

FAILURE OF GIAP

The truth is, indeed, that one of the major
but untold stories of Khesanh was the aston-
ishing failure of General Vo Nguyen Glap’s
logistical planning for his artillery. Besides
mortars, Glap had caused to be emplaced,
with infinite labor, a minimum of 210 artil-
lery tubes—some estimates go as high as 370
tubes—on a long arc from Co Roc in Laos,
along the DMZ, to Cap Muy Le on the coast.
Giap had the guns, in short; but at Khesanh
and along the DMZ his really ludicrous
average rate of artillery fire, again excluding
mortars, was less than one round per gun
per day in the period of the siege.

Nor is that the end of the story, by any
means. On March 21, the day before Schles-
inger published his letter, the last of the
serious assaults on Khesanh was attempted.
It falled in a most sanguinary fashion be-
cause of our Marines' courage and the ter-
rible power of our air and artillery. There
were either three, or four, or five such at-
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tempts in the course of the siege—the num-
ber is disputed among the Marines them-
selves—and all failed in the same manner.

The failure of the last assault, so beauti-
fully coordinated with the Schlesinger let-
ter about Khesanh being “over-run,” seems
to have been the signal for the withdrawal
into Laos of one of the two besieging North
Vietnamese divisions, the 325C. This was,
in fact, the beginning of the end of Giap's
ambitious plan. Despite the inability of
“people in their senses" to imagine anything
of the sort, air power was already starting to
break the Khesanh siege when Schlesinger
wrote his letter; for it was the air that hurt
the enemy most cruelly and forced the 325C
to withdraw to lick its wounds. The situa-
tion of the heslegers at that time can be
gauged from one of the pitiful little diaries
that the North Vietnamese troops quite often
keep. The dlary, of a private named Vu
Xuan Mau, was picked up outside the
Khesanh perimeter after the siege was for-
mally and finally broken in the first days of
April. Mau’s last entry was: “At Khesanh on
March 23, a day full of bitter hardships and
bloodshed.”

MASS BURIALS DISCOVERED

The agony of Ehesanh was in reality expe-
rienced, not by our brave, hardy but rela-
tively fortunate men in the combat base, but
the unhappy wretches like Private Mau. They
were condemned to endure close on three
months of incessant and terrible B-52 strikes,
plus other air attacks, plus the kind of artil-
lery fire that is maintained by U.S. guns with
full logistical support. And what they en-
dured took a fearful toll.

When the 1st Battalion of the 9th Marines
moved out from the perimeter on April 4,
prisoners of war immediately began to be
taken, documents far more important than
poor Mau’s diary began to be found, and
mass burials began to be discovered. The
most careful analysis of all the resulting data
has now revealed that the two enemy divi-
sions at Khesanh, the 3256C and the unfor-
tunate 304th, which had to hang on to the
end, almost certainly lost a total of about
10,000 men in the course of the siege. And
in the grim mathematics of war, an exchange
of 200-plus Americans (and a proportional
number of South Vietnamese) against 10,000
North Vietnamese regulars, is the very oppo-
slte of a “tragic and spectacular failure.”

Once again, moreover, that is by no-means
the end of the story. Unless General Vo
Nguyen Glap is stark, staring mad, the
siege of Khesanh was ungquestionably no
more than one part of a much larger, more
ambitious military plan, the Tet offensive.
And we should give thanks on bended knee
that General Giap saw fit to tie up two of
his divisions at Khesanh as part of his Tet
plan. In the entire morass of nonsense pub-
lished about Tet, very little indeed has been
sald about the one really dangerous situa-
tion that the offensive temporarily produced.

This was the two most northerly provinces
of South Vietnam, Here much was written
about the long, rough battle for Hue; but
almost no attention was given to the dis-
turbingly precarious supply situation caused
by bad weather, the weight and persistence
of the enemy attack, and the resulting
breaks in all the usual supply lines. The
position might well have become really un-
manageable—the two most Northerly prov-
inces might even kave been partly over-

whelmed—If Glap had massively increased
the weight of his attack in the two-province
area, by using the two divisions that were
fruitlessly tied up at Khesanh.

TOO LITTLE, TOO LATE

He saw his error soon when the Hue fight-
ing began. He took two battalions apiece from
the two divisions at Khesanh, and he
marched them south to aid his troops at
Hue, but this was too little and too late.
Whereas if General Westmoreland had not
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committed that “tragic and spectacular”
error of refusing to abandon Khesanh, two
additional North Vietnamese divisions would
have been freed, pre-Tet, for other uses in
the two Northern provinces; and if that had
happened, the consequences would surely
have been grave.

Compare, then, these hard facts concern-
ing Khesanh and the fighting there with
the picture of Ehesanh conveyed by Arthur
Schlesinger, who is, after all, an exceedingly
intelligent albeit a violently partisan man.
Remember, too, that this disparity between
the reality in Vietnam and the picture given
to the folks back home has been a standard
phenomenon throughout much of the war.
Countless examples might be cited, but one
more must suffice. The most instructive,
probably, 1s the constant denigration of
ARVN that was a pre-Tet fashion in large
sectors of the American press. This even
earned a mention in dispatches by General
Westmoreland for the newspaper that claims
preeminence and one of the leading agency
reporters In Vietnam.

In a message to the Defense Department,
General Westmoreland addressed himself to
one of the real puzzles of the Tet offensive:
how on earth General Giap could have based
his whole plan on the stated expectation of
a “general uprising” by the urban population
and of widespread defections among the
ARVN units. On the second point, General
Westmoreland noted that Giap had demon-
strably been lied to, on an enormous scale, by
the special “troop proselytizing' apparatus of
the VC. But he added that he could hardly
blame General Glap for being deceived, since
the lies of the VC “troop proselytizing" ap-
paratus had appeared to be so largely con-
firmed by the great American newspaper and
the famous press assoclation mentioned
above. With mild irony, he concluded that
these latter must now appear in Hanoi as im-
portant participants in a big American de-
ception-plan—for there were no defectors
anywhere, and almost all the ARVN units,
though under strength because of the na-
tional holiday, fought very well indeed at Tet.

R. F. K. SPEECH BRINGS ANGER

Meanwhile, however, the denigration of
ARVN had already fed back into the Ameri-
can political scene. In a Senate speech, for
instance, Sen. Robert F. Kennedy described
the South Vietnamese troops as “skulking
and malingering” while our Marines carried
the burden of the battle for Hue. The news
of the Senator’s speech reached Vietnam
while I was in I Corps, and I have rarely seen
angrier men than the Marine officers wha
had fought in Hue along with South Viet-
namese. Nor was this surprising. In their im-
pact on an obstinate enemy, and in the sac-
rifices they made themselves, the South Viet-
namese in the Hue battle performed almost
identically with our own Marines.

They had, for example, 7704 men engaged,
and they took 2134 casualties, suffering losses
almost exactly proportional to our losses
which were happlly substantially smaller,
since we had substantially fewer men en-
gaged.

Furthermore, the South Vietnamese in Hue
were fighting under heavy handicaps, as com-
pared with our men. They almost wholly
lacked the tanks and other big weapons that
gave our units much greater organic fire-
power. Their arrangements for replacements
were much more primitive than ours; and
after the first days of sharp contact, not
a few ARVN battalions had to fight on, and
did fight on, after they had been reduced to
200 men or less. Furthermore, they were fre-
quently called upon to attack, and regularly
did attack, when “hey had to traverse over a
hundred yards of the enemy’s field of fire be-
fore they could bring their own weapons to
bear.

That highlights another point of great sig-
nificance, that was wholly omitted from the
pre-Tet denigrations of ARVN. Briefly, Gen-
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eral Westmoreland saw trouble ahead, and
asked for M-16 rifles and other improved
equipment for ARVN as long ago as 1965.
For budgetary reasons, apparently, action
on Westmoreland’s request was long deferred
by Secretary of Defense Robert 8. McNamara.
Thus, on the one hand, the ARVN units
have always been immeasurably weaker than
our units, in organic firepower, in all sorts
of back-up resources, and above all, in mo-
bility—and they will still be much weaker,
despite the M-16 rifles that are now being
provided at long last. And on the other hand,
there was a long period when the ARVN units
even had substantially less firepower than the
newly re-equipped VC and North Vietnamese
units.
KOREAN STORY AGAIN

Here we have the story of Korea all over
again; for the EKorean divisions were also
denigrated during much of the Eorean war,
whereas thelr main weakness arose from the
simple fact that they had been grossly under-
armed by their American suppliers. This does
not mean, to be sure, that ARVN has even
been an ldeal army, or that better weapons
and more mobility will automatically make
ARVN into an ideal army. When President
Johnson finally intervened in earnest in Viet-
nam, ARVN was already a defeated army, and
every ARVN officer knew as much. It takes
some time to bring back a defeated army to
a state of self confident proficlency. It takes
even more time, too, to implant a full mod-
ern military system in a traditional Asian
society; and this process was not really com-
pleted In Korea until President Chung Hee
Park finally came to power. Patience is al-
ways needed in such matters. But instead
of patience we have too often had the kind
of shameful injustice Senator Kennedy was
led to commit.

When I ask myself why Sen. Eennedy and
50 many others have been so regularly mis-
led on so0 many key points concerning the
war, I confess to a certain bewilderment. The
fashions of the moment certainly have much
to do with it. What has happened in Viet-
nam in this war resembles, on a vastly larger
scale, what happened in the press hostel in
Chungking in the war years in China. The
fashion then was to make heroes of those
virtuous agrarian reformers, Mao Tse-tung
and his bloody-minded friends; and just
about the only American reporter to avoid
making an ass of himself by refusing to fol-
low the fashion was Arch Steele of the old
“Herald Tribune.” Then too, in the Diem
years in Vietnam, certain newspapers ac-
quired what can only be called a vested In-
terest in disaster; and since these were the
Saigon bureaus with the greatest continuity,
they had great leverage with latercomers.
Then again, among younger newspapermen
particularly, there is a strange new theory
that all American officials and most Ameri-
can military officers are joined together in a
vast conspiracy to gull the home folks, which
it is the reporter's duty to attack and expose,
as though he were attacking and exposing
corruption in City Hall. It seems an odd
approach to an American war, but it is cer-
tainly there.

NOT A HOPELESS WAR

This does not mean for one moment that
the pessimists have always been wrong, or
that the minority of optimists have always
been right. As I look over my own coverage
of the war, I think I have been broadly right
about the war's larger patterns, both when
I was very much more gloomy than any of
my colleagues in the year prior to the Ameri-
can intervention, and after the intervention
when I have been more hopeful than most.
On the other hand, although I think I got
the patterns right, I am well aware that I
have sometimes been over-optimistic about
the war’s timeframes—in part, as over-reac-
tion to the sort of stuff that was so widely
written about Khesanh. Yet the fact remains
that this has never been, and it is not now
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a hopeless and unending war; and convey-
ing just this impression has been the main
thrust of far too much of the reporting,
analyzing and editorializing.

So we get back to that rock and that hard
place. Concerning the hard place, it must
first of all be remembered that the Hanoi
war-leaders’ aim has always been to win the
war in Washington, by the impact in Amer-
ica of their seeming success in Vietnam, just
as the Viet Minh won the French war in
Paris rather than at Dienbienphu. Here it
is worth noting that the officlal Hungarian
Communist newspaper some time ago pub-
lished extracts from a strikingly interesting
lecture on Dienbienphu, given by General
Vo Nguyen Giap during a visit to Hanol by
Hungarian Foreign Minister Endre Sik.

“The battle of Dienbienphu,” Glap was
quoted as saying, “was essentially the last
desperate exertion of the Viet Minh ... Had
we not been victorious there . . . our armed
forces were on the verge of complete exhaus-
tion . . . We had to put everything on one
card.” There are many reasons for belleving,
and Douglas Pike and all the other truly in-
formed analysts in fact believe, that the mo-
tives for the Tet offensive were that Hanoi
was in serious danger of losing the war of
attrition, and therefore “had to put every-
thing on one card.” A major publication that
at first reported the Tet offensive in the most
lurid and gloomy terms, more recently came
round to the view that Tet was a military
defeat but a “psychologleal” success for the
enemy. Yet If Tet was a “psychological” suc-
cess, this was almost solely because the offen-
sive’s military motives, its true military re-
sults and most of its local effects were in the
main painted in colors in America that had
few recognizable links with the basic realities
in Vietnam.

TO DESPERATE LENGTHS

That was the reason, of course, why Tet
was so0 profound a shock to American opin-
ion. Having put so much “on one card” at
Tet, the Hanol war planners are plainly go-
ing to the most desperate lengths, in order
to try the same thing all over again. What
the outcome will be, and above all, how it will
be represented here at home, none can fore-
tell. What the Hanoi war leaders will do if
their next attempt fails or is aborted, also
cannot be foretold precisely—although it is
clear that they will then be in very bad
trouble in South Vietnam.

Again, one cannot foretell with precision
the effect of the talks, the partial bombing
halt, and any future extension of the bomb-
ing halt, either in time or in area—but it is
clear that the Hanol war leaders are already
beginning to exploit to the full the reduc-
tlon of pressure, the release of resources by
the partial bombing halt and the general
easing of their situation that these factors
have produced. Unless the President is very
firm and very clear-minded, all this may
perhaps produce exceedingly worrying con-
sequences on the battlefield, at any rate
for a certain period.

The main thing is that the war-situation
has at length begun to have a strongly cli-
matic smell. Hence, if the American people
have the sturdiness and resolution not to
imitate the French, an acceptable end of the
war should therefore come into sight event-
ually, whether at the negotiating table or
in other ways. Meanwhile the trouble is that
& near-French mood, God save the mark,
has been created in many quarters in Amer-
ica. But if this mood leads to final defeat,
and there is a subsequent inquest—as there
will surely be—the inquest cannot take the
form it did last time. There will be no un-
lucky foreign service officers to serve as con-
venient victims, although they had far less
influence on events and displayed consid-
erably better judgment than most of the
denizens of the Chungking press hostel. In
the next round (which Heaven forfend),
the press and the allied media can hardly
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avoid being front and center. And if there
is a next round, the American people’s nota-
ble distaste for defeat in any form will
probably insure even more injustice and
ugliness than we experienced in the last
round.

S0 I can only hope that instead of the
hard place we get the rock—which means
a great many people looking idiotically silly
because we have finally won the war they
said could not be won.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The hill clerk proceed to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate stand
in recess until 12 o’clock noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

At 10 o’clock and 59 minutes a.m., the
Senate took a recess until 12 o’clock noon
the same day.

The Senate reassembled at 12 noon,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. McInTYRE in the chair).

ORDER FOR YEA-AND-NAY VOTE ON
PENDING TREATIES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
to ask for the yeas and nays on the pend-
ing treaties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the two trea-
ties.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 12 o’clock having arrived, the Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which will be stated by title.

The Brun CLERK. A bill (S. 917) to as-
sist State and local governments in re-
ducing the incidence of crime, to increase
the effectiveness, fairness, and coordi-
nation of law enforcement and criminal
justice systems at all levels of govern-
ment, and for other purposes.
bil'fhe Senate proceeded to consider the

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
the Metcalf amendment the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Met-
calf amendment is the pending business.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I should
like to take a few minutes at this time
to explain this very simple amendment.

Amendment No. 746 merely would
strike out the figure “50,000” with re-
spect to provisions for the planning
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grants, and it would provide that gov-
ernmental units or municipalities of
25,000 would be permitted to get together
for such governmental grants.

Senator Mansrierp and I have pre-
pared this amendment, and we urge that
consideration be given to the needs of
the sparsely populated States in the
West so that they will not be forgotten
in considering the proposed legislation
with respect to the planning grants, po-
lice protection, police control, and
police training.

Actually, if the 50,000 figure is retained,
most of the communities of the West
will be excluded. I mention Montana as
an example. Only two cities in Montana
have a population greater than 50,000—
Billings and Great Falls.

Two cities have been most active in
trying to sponsor this amendment. The
mayor of one of the cities, Mayor Tom
Powers, of Butte, is the president of the
Montana Municipal League. He has been
active in securing a resolution in favor
of 8. 917, in favor of police protection
and police control. His community would
be shut out if the 50,000 figure is retained,
because Butte has a population of only
27,500.

The city of Missoula sent a delegation
to Washington to testify in support of
the bill and to call on various people at
the Department of Justice. A delega-
tion from the university also came to
Washington, from the city of Missoula.
That city, too, needs support and assist-
ance in the planning grants. The city of
Missoula also would be excluded because
of its population.

So the two cities that need these bene-
fits most would be completely deprived
of them by this bill as it now reads.

At page 821 of the hearing, Senator
McCLELLAN, who conducted the hearing,
discussed the problem of whether or not
a community—a county seat area, for
example—could unite with a surround-
ing county to form a union, and that
might be possible at times. Perhaps that
would bring in the city of Helena as a
fifth city, because there is a fringe area.

But there is a great deal of difference,
especially in the West, in law enforce-
ment in these larger counties and in law
enforcement in the municipalities which
are the county seat areas. For example,
in Montana we have six counties with
an area greater than the State of Con-
necticut, more than 5,000 square miles.
The sheriffs and deputy sheriffs in ad-
ministering the law in those counties,
in the rural areas, are concerned with
such things as branding control, stock
theft, and situations of that nature,
which in no way concern people in the
metropolitan areas.

The sheriff of Missoula County, for ex-
ample, is concerned with an entirely
different system of law enforcement. So
is the fish and game commission. A
combination of those various groups cer-
tainly would not be feasible; and the
finances involved in combining two or
three cities would make it completely
unrealistic to have any local training
progra.ns in effect, if we have to combine
cities with populations of 25,000, 10,000,
and 5,000.

This is true not only in Montana; it
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is also true in Idaho, Wyoming, North
Dakota, South Dakota, Colorado, New
Mexico, Kansas, Nevada, Arizona, and
Utah—all of whom have one or two
cities with a population greater than
50,000.

But the real need is to help the cities
with smaller populations and to give
them an opportunity to participate in
the benefits of this bill. The urgency of
these problems is just as great in our
State, from a different point of view, as
they are in some of the more populous
States along the eastern seaboard. So
when this money is earmarked for plan-
ning—and we say we have $25 million—
we are concerned, in many of the West-
ern States, that we will be completely
deprived of the benefits of the proposed
legislation, unless the figure is cut from
50,000 to 25,000. Our finances are as
inadequate as the finances of the larger
areas, and we need the same help, some-
times for a few different reasons.

So I urge that Senators who are con-
cerned with the needs of cities having a
population of hundreds of thousands or
of millions also give consideration to the
sparsely populated areas of the West and
the needs of those areas.

We, in reciprocity, will give considera-
tion to the very different needs in such
cities as New York and Chicago and the
other metropolitan areas, so that this
bill will be a national bill, applicable to
sparsely populated areas as well as to
the thickly populated megalopolitan
areas of the East.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. METCALF. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I am
very happy to join my distinguished col-
league from Montana in offering the
amendment. As he has indicated, many
States in the Rocky Mountain West have
but one or two cities which would be
eligible under title I as it is now written.
But practically all of them have a num-
ber of centers of concentrated popula-
tion, at least from our point of view, and
they should be given the consideration
which the Metealf amendment would
provide.

I also point out that some States in
the East, such as Delaware, Vermont,
New Hampshire, and Maine, are in the
same category as the Rocky Mountain
West; and we believe that the amend-
ment would be just as good—just as
valid—for them as it would be for us.

So I urge the Senate to join with the
distinguished Senator from Montana
[Mr. METcALF] in approving the amend-
ment. I might also point out that I be-
lieve Nebraska would fall into the same
category.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
InTYRE in the chair). The Senator from
Nebraska will state it.

Mr. CURTIS. If the pending amend-
ment were adopted, would an amend-
ment still be in order to strike from the
bill, the grants to States and subdivi-
sions?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
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amendment to strike were broader than
the amendment offered by the junior
Senator from Montana, that would be
in order.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a further
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. CURTIS. My understanding is
that an amendment may be offered,
which may be in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as to the manner in which these
grants are provided. If such an amend-
ment were offered and approved, would
it still be in order to offer an amend-
ment to strike from the bill all grants to
States and subdivisions?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is ex-
tremely difficult to give the Senator from
Nebraska a definite reply without under-
standing what he actually has in mind
with respect to the substitute that he as-
sumes might be adopted. But the same
general idea is responsive to the Senator’s
inquiry: If the motion to strike or the
amendment to substitute is broader in its
nature, then it would appear to be in
order.

Mr. METCALF. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield so that . may direct an-
other parliamentary inquiry along the
same line as the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, as
shown by the hearings, there is going to
be pending an amendment to take grants
away from municipalities completely and
give them only to the States. Would such
an amendment be in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Par-
liamentarian informs the Chair that if
the amendment offered is an amendment
to perfect language in the bill not previ-
ously amended, it would be in order.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Chair please restate the ruling?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
proposal is drawn so that it would not at-
tempt only to amend language of the bill
already amended, it would be in order.

Mr. METCALF. It is not my intention
to preclude the opportunity to any Sen-
ator to offer an amendment to make di-
rect grants to the States instead of to
municipalities. I would not want my
amendment to foreclose the opportunity
of anybody to offer such an amendment,
although I do wish to announce that I
would resist such an effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the
benefit of the Senator from Nebraska
and the junior Senator from Vermont,
at the present time the entire bill is open
to amendment. The suggestions and in-
quiries being made are so hypothetical
in nature that it is difficult to give an
answer. When we have before us definite
language, I am sure that the Chair will
be able to answer at that time.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I desire
to speak on the bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I have
grave doubts about the starting of a new
Federal grant program. We cannot ini-
tiate a grant program for every project
that is good. If we start making grants,
either en bloc to the States or direct to
the municipalities, there will be no end.

Back of the failure of law enforcement
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is failure of morality. I think morality
starts right here. As far as the Govern-
ment is concerned I think it is necessary
that we put our financial house in order
and save the dollar from collapse.

I do not believe it has been shown that
the Federal Government is in a better
financial position to pay the cost of
maintaining a police force than are the
States and municipalities. I raise serious
questions about it. I hope the managers
of the bill will consider leaving this bur-
den with the States and the localities.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, are
we now under a time limitation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time limitation until after the vote
on the treaties.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I thank the Presid-
ing Officer.

Mr. President, with respect to this
amendment, I am concerned about two
things. Personally, I have no objection
to it. I understand that in the State of
Montana, and this situation may apply
to three or four other States, possibly
they have only one community or town
of a population of 50,000 people or more.
Is that correct?

Mr. METCALF. We have two.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am sorry that I
was not here when the Senator made his
presentation. I did not know this amend-
ment would be discussed at this hour
this morning. I thought it was to come
before the Senate after the vote on the
treaties this afternon. That is why I was
not in the Chamber and did not hear
the presentation of the Senator.

In any event, that situation may apply
whether there is one or two municipali-
ties or community centers, and that situ-
ation may apply to two or three other
States.

Mr. METCALF. I imagine it would ap-
ply to many other States. For instance,
Fargo is the only town in North Dakota.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes, I understand
it may apply to other States.

Since this provision in the bill is part
of the administration approach to the
crime problem, as to title I providing
grants to municipalities to help them in
planning and also to activate those plans
to strengthen law enforcement, unless
the administration has objection to it,
and I have not been advised it does have
objection to the amendment, I would be
glad to go along with the amendment
because if this is to be the approach and
if we are going to make this effort as pro-
vided in title I to have the Federal Gov-
ernment grant assistance and aid to
localities in planning and activating
those plans to strengthen law enforce-
ment then, I do not think any commu-
nity of any size should be omitted.

Certainly, in States where there are
two or three cities that have populations
in excess of 25,000 people, I think they
should be permitted to participate unless
by amendment they would not be able
to participate unless the State plan was
submitted.

I have no objection to the amendment,
and I have had no suggestion from ad-
ministration sources that it objects.

There is another aspect. There is to be
offered an amendment,. It is not my place
necessarily to protect that side of the
question, but I understand there is to be
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offered an amendment known as the
block-grant amendment, a substantial
adoption of the House bill approach to
the administration of this aid.

I do not know whether, if this amend-
ment were adopted, it would have the
parliamentary effect of precluding the
offering of an overall amendment to re-
store block-grants or the adoption of the
block-grant approach.

I do not want to take advantage of
the absence of anyone but I do not want
the record to appear that I agreed to
something to preclude them from having
that right.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Montana. I would like
to be assured in that respect.

Mr. METCALF. After I had completed
my statement, a parliamentary inquiry
was directed to the Presiding Officer. The
junior Senator from Montana suggested
that while he would oppose such a block-
grant amendment he would not want to
preclude the right of anyone to make
the offer. We did not have a definitive
decision from the Chair but I would not
want to prevent anyone from offering
such an amendment.

If this amendment is not adopted, in
many States we have virtually block-
grants because otherwise aid would go
only to one or two communities.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have tried to make
my position clear that I am not opposing
the amendment. The Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal offered such an
amendment in committee. I did not sup-
port it. I understand that he is to offer
one or expects to offer one in the Senate.
I would not want, in effect, to agree, as
a matter of procedure to accept an
amendment that would preclude him
from the right to offer his amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
is only a minor change in title I. It would
merely strike the figure “50,000” and in-
sert “25,000.” I am informed that this
change would not preclude the offering
of an amendment limiting the assistance
under title I to block grants applicable
to States only.

It is my belief that the administration
has no opposition to the proposed
changes to title I contained in the amend-
ment offered by my distinguished col-
league [Mr. MeTcaLF]l. I have no assur-
ance that that is the case, but it is my
strong belief that the administration has
no objection to changing the figure from
50,000 to 25,000, which, incidentally,
would apply not only to Montana but also
to Wyoming, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, Ne-
vada, New Mexico, Arizona, New Hamp-
shire, Vermont, Maine, and very likely, I
think, Nebraska. All those States would
be eligible.

So the amendment would apply par-
ticularly to those States which are faced
with unusual situations concerning
the distribution of population.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In fact, it applies to
every State in the Union, does it not?

Mr. MANSFIELD. And probably to Ar-
kansas—yes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Every State. But
there are States which would get a mini-
mum of protection from the amendment.
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Mr. METCALF. The amendment bene-
fits the Western States because of the
distances involved; because of the dis-
tributions of their populations. It is more
difficult for one or two communities there
to get together for assistance when they
are 150 miles apart than it is in some
of the smaller Eastern States where
population centers are more highly con-
centrated.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand that.
Again, I am not opposing the amend-
ment. I should like to have some as-
surance as to the parliamentary pro-
cedure. I do not think it would. The
amendment would merely strike one
number and insert another. I do not
think that this would be a change in the
block-grant amendment. I think the
block-grant amendment would still be
in order. I hope we may get a ruling from
the Chair on it.

Therefore, Mr. President, I propound
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFCER. The
Senator from Arkansas will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Would this amend-
ment preclude a future block-grant
amendment being offered?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would rule if there were a defini-
tion of the amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thought the
amendment was going to be offered by
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska,
but I understand that the minority lead-
er, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK-
sEN], has an amendment pending. May
I ask the Senator from Illinois, for him-
self—as he is now in the Chamber—if
he is willing to take the risk. If so, I do
not see why I should be concerned about
it. As I recall, he is the one who is of-
fering the amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I accept the risk.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator from
Illinois says he accepts the risk. I have
nothing further to say, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Arkansas and the junior
Senator from Vermont are referring to
amendment 715, it would be in order, be-
cause it is so much broader in scope than
the particular amendment offered by the
junior Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the vote
on the amendment by the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MeTcaLr] now take place
and that the unanimous-consent order
limiting time be abrogated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the junior Senator
from Montana.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would note for the Recorp that the vote
was unanimous.

Mr. President, I appeal to the Senate
to get going on the safe streets and
omnibus crime bill. It has been the pend-
ing business for almost 2 weeks. We have
taken action on only one amendment so
far, the Metcalf amendment.

I have in my hand about 40 or 50 other
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amendments that have been sent to the
desk for printing.

These amendments are to be offered
by the distinguished Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Brookel, the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
Byrpl, the distinguished minority leader,
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DirkseEN], the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
Fone] for himself and others, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Hart] and others, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal, the
distinguished Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirs], the distinguished Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Lonc] and others,
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MurPHY], the distinguished
Senator from Illinois [Mr. PeErcyl, the
distinguished Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typines], and I suppose some
others.

I plead with Senators to call up some
amendments so that we can get going.
It is impossible at this time to get an
agreement on a time limitation on the
amendments and the bill as a whole. But
it is possible and probable that time
limitations may be obtained on amend-
ments as they are offered. So, in the
interest of good procedure and facing up
to our responsibilities, I hope that Sen-
ators will call up these amendments and
have them voted on.

I call to mind that we do have some
important legislation piling up behind
us. The appropriations bills will be out
shortly. They are ahead of schedule. And
if we are really interested in getting out
on August 2, now is the time to come
to the aid of your party.

HENRY GRIFFIN LEADS THE WAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it
was the privilege of the distinguished
minority leader, the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Dirxksenl, and the distin-
guished dean of the Republican Party in
the Senate the senior Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Amken] to participate in a
ceremony in the Capitol on Friday last.

On that occasion Mr. Henry Griffin,
the well-known Associated Press photog-
rapher, who is the friend of all of us
on both sides of the aisle, was given an
award for his outstanding and exem-
plary service in bettering the cause of
those of our fellow citizens who are
afflicted with cancer of the throat,

By his example as well as his courage,
patience, humor, and dignity, he has
proved beyond doubt that those so
afilicted can recover the use of their
speech and fulfill all the obligations of
the everyday American.

The film shown in which Henry and a
number of his like-afflicted associates
“starred” was well worth the attention,
time, and detail which it set forth. By
his inspiring example, Henry Griffin
has proved himself to be a model to
others in a like situation, and in his
person he has shown the courage, the
humility, and the understanding which
has made his contribution to this par-
ticular affliction so worthwhile and so
well known.
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NOTICE OF CONFERENCE ON EMER-
GENCY SUPPLEMENTAL BILL

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish
to give notice to the Senate, particularly
to the Senate conferees on the second
conference of the emergency supple-
mental bill, with which Senators are
familiar, that we have set a conference
for this coming Thursday afternoon, at
2 p.m. We are saving for both groups of
conferees the time of 10 a.m. on Fri-
day, the day following, and also 2 p.m.;
so that we should be able to dispose of
this rather troublesome matter.

Mr. President, I am making this an-
nouncement now because we have been
delayed in our effort to get this con-
ference. We had it set for 2 weeks ago
today, and the distinguished Senator
from New York [Mr. Javitrs] called from
New York to say that he could not be
present and asked that it be postponed.
It was postponed. I have endeavored to
set a time and date for the conference
from that time until now. The chairman
of the House committee, Representative
Mahon, has done the same. He and
some members of his conference com-
mittee have been tied up in the rather
drawn-out and very technical matter of
working out the tax situation and the
reduction of expenditures, which have
had to be worked out at the same time.

This coming Thursday is the first date
on which we have been able to get to-
gether, and I do hope that all conferees
can plan to be present for 2 o’clock on
that day, because it is a difficult matter,
and I do not want anybody to be able
to say he has not had notice. We have
given written notice, and we have called
all offices last week about this date. But
I want the REcorp to show that this is
the situation, and we do hope that all
Senate conferees will arrange to be
present.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 11 o'clock tomor-
row morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, the
call to last no longer than 12:30 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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In accordance with the previous order,
the Senate will now proceed to vote on
the adoption of the resolution of ratifi-
cation of Executive O, 90th Congress,
first session, the Convention on the In-
ternational Hydrographic Organization.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RUSSELL (when his name was
called) . I vote “present.”

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. BayH], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLsricHT], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. HoiLings], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long],
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Mac-
Nuson], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. McCarTHY], the Senator from Ok-
lahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MonTOoYAl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl, the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Ris1-
corr], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YARBOROUGH] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. InouyEe], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Lowng], and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. WiLLiaMs] are ab-
sent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
BayH], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurericHT], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. HoLrings], the Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. InoUu¥yEgl, the Senator
from New York [Mr. KENNEDY ], the Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. Lowg], the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU-
son], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
[McCarTEY], the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonNroONEY], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MonToYAl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, PELL],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Ris1-
corF], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
WiLLiams], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YareoroucH] would each vote
l‘yea-}‘

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron], the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick], the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. Hansenl, the Senator from
New York [Mr. Javirs]l, the Senators
from California [Mr. KucHeL and Mr.
MvurprHY], and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. PErRCY] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Case] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MorToN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Bakerl, the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Casel, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. CorToN],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. DomI-
Nick], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
HawnsgeNn]l, the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirsl, the Senators from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KucHEL and Mr. MURPHY],
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Mogr-
TOoN], and the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Percy] would each vote “yea.”
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The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 73,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 127 Ex.]
YEAS—T3
Alken Gore Moss
Allott Griffin Mundt
Anderson Gruening Muskie
Bartlett Harrls Nelson
Bennett Hart Pastore
Bible Hartke Pearson
Boggs Hatfield Prouty
Brewster Hayden Proxmire
Brooke Hickenlooper Randolph
Burdick Hill Scott
Byrd, Va. Holland Smathers
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Smith
Cannon Jackson Sparkman
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Spong
Church Jordan, Idaho Stennis
Clark Kennedy, Mass. Symington
Cooper Lausche Talmadge
Curtis Mansfield Thurmond
Dirksen MeClellan Tower
Dodd McGee Tydings
Eastland McGovern Williams, Del.
Ellender McIntyre Young, N. Dak.
Ervin Metcalf Young, Ohio
Fannin Miller
Fong Mondale
NAYS—0
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Russell
NOT VOTING—26

Baker Javits Morse
Bayh Kennedy, N.Y. Morton
Case Kuchel Murphy
Cotton Long, Mo. Pell -
Dominick Long, La. Percy
Fulbright Magnuson Ribicofl
Hansen MeCarthy Williams, N.J.
Hollings Monroney Yarborough
Inouye Montoya

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 73, and the nays are 0.
Two-thirds of the Senators present and
voting having voted in the affirmative,
the resolution of ratification is agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL subsequently said: Mr.
President, for the first time in my career,
I avoided making a categorical yes or
no vote on the Hydrographic Treaty by
voting present.

I did this because I had not had an
opportunity to study the hearings before
the Committee on Foreign Relations and
to understand the full import of the doc-
ument. There is nothing contained in
the report of the committee and copy of
the treaty on my desk which will show
the effect that this agreement will have
on our defense posture or the full nature
of the information which it is proposed
to exchange with the other signatories.

Mr. President, we have expended and
are now expending millions of dollars
each year on hydrographic research. I
have not secured data as to what the
other signatories are doing in this area,
but I would be surprised if our expendi-
tures and research are not of a greater
scope than that of all the other signa-
tories combined.

At least three departments of our Gov-
ernment have very active programs deal-
ing with this subject.

Hydrographic information is extreme-
ly important to our national defense. It
bears heavily not only upon the opera-
tion of our submarines but upon the ef-
fectiveness of our efforts to defend
against the undersea ships of any poten-
tial enemy. I consider the Polaris sub-
marine system to be the most important
single weapons system in our strategic
arsenal. In fact, it is the only area where
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I am perfectly sure that we have super-
iority over any potential enemy.

If I were sure that this treaty only
related to exchanging information bear-
ing on the surface operations of shipping,
I would have been very happy to have
supported it. But, Mr. President, I would
be very loath indeed to commit this
country to an exchange of all of the in-
formation we have gathered at great ex-
pense relating to undersea operations. I
do not wish to commit this country to a
position where we would be required to
give such information to Communist
countries or would subject ourselves to
a charge of bad faith if we did not sup-
ply all that we have learned about the
floors of the oceans and the operation
of the tides.

Because I did not have full informa-
tion as to the effect and import of this
agreement, I voted present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
question is on agreeing to the resolution
of ratification of Executive C, 90th Con-
gress, second session, the amendments
to the International Convention for the
Safety of Life at Sea. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Bayal, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLeriGHT], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Horrings], the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG],
the Senator from Washington [Mr. MaG-
Nuson], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. McCarTHY], the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MonrONEY], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MonTOYAl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, PELL],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. RipI-
coFF], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YARBOROUGH] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. InouYE], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Loxg], and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. WiLrLiams] are
absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana [Mr,
Bavn], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurericHT], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Horrincs], the Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. InouyE], the Senator
from New York [Mr. Kenwnepyl, the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lonc], the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MaGNU-
son], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
McCarTrY], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. MoNRONEY ], the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Montoval, the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. RiBicorrF],
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-
Liams] and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarBorouGH] would each vote yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Baker],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
CorTon], the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick]l, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. Hansen], the Senator
from New York [Mr. JaviTs], the Sena-
tors from California [Mr. KucuHeL and
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Mr. MurpHY], and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. PErcy] are necessarily
absent.
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Casgl is absent on official business.
The Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
MorToN] is detained on official business.
If present and voting, the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Baker], the Sena-
tor from New Jersey [Mr. Casel, the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoT-
ToN], the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. HaNsSEN] the Senator from New
York [Mr. Javitsl, the Senators from
California [Mr. EvcHeL and Mr. MuR-
pHY], the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MorTonN], and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. PErcY] would each vote “yea.”
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 74,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 128 Ex.]
YEAS—T4
Aiken Gore Moss
Allott Griffin Mundt
Anderson Gruening Muskie
Bartlett Harris Nelson
Bennett Hart Pastore
Bible Hartke Pearson
Boggs Hatfleld Prouty
Brewster Hayden Proxmire
Brooke Hickenlooper Randolph
Burdick Hill Russell
Byrd, Va. Holland Scott
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Smathers
Cannon Jackson Smith
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Sparkman
Church Jordan, Idaho Spong
Clark EKennedy, Mass. Stennis
Cooper Lausche Symington
Curtis Mansfield Talmadge
Dirksen McClellan Thurmond
Dodd McGee Tower
Eastland McGovern Tydings
Ellender MclIntyre Williams, Del.
Ervin Metcalf Young, N. Dak,
Fannin Miller Young, Ohio
Fong Mondale
NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—26
Baker Javits Montoya
Bayh Yarborough Morse
Case Kennedy, N.Y. Morton
Cotton Euchel Murphy
Dominick Long, Mo. Pell
Fulbright Long, La. Percy
Hansen Magnuson Ribicoff
Hollings McCarthy Willlams, N.J.
Inouye Monroney Yarborough

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 74, and the nays are 0.
Two-thirds of the Senators present and
voting having voted in the affirmative,
the resolution of ratification is agreed to.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 301, on the Executive
Calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report the nomi-
nation.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of G. Mennen Williams, of
Michigan, to be Ambassador to the
Philippines.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I am
glad to indicate my support for the ap-
pointment of former Gov. G. Mennen
Williams as our Ambassador to the
Philippines.

Governor Williams is a rather ener-
getic individual—as I have good reason
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to know. If he brings to this new posi-
tion even a fraction of the energy he has
directed against my party in Michigan
over the years, I have no doubt that he
will be a very active spokesman for our
country in the Philippines.

I hope no one will read any hidden
meaning into this statement—but I am
happy to wish him a busy, fruitful, and
a long tour of duty on the other side of
the world.

Mr. President, Governor Williams has
had a long and a distinguished career of
public service extending over more than
30 years. He became an attorney for the
Social Security Board in 1936. Later, he
helped to organize the Office of Price
Administration in Washington, and
served in the Navy during World War II.

After the end of World War II, he
turned his attention to Michigan affairs
and proceeded to set a record in our
State by serving six consecutive terms as
Governor. In 1961, he became Assistant
Secretary of State for African Affairs;
and during his tenure in that office he
visited every corner of the vast, restless
continent of Africa.

Mr. President, I believe that the United
States-Philippine relations can benefit
from Mr. Williams' long experience in
public affairs, and I am confident that
he will serve with credit to our Nation
in his new post.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the nom-
ination by the President of G. Mennen
Williams to be Ambassador to the Philip-
pines is applauded by all of us from
Michigan, and our confirmation of this
appointment will honor a distinguished
American.

Ambassador Williams® public service
spans a period of 30 years, beginning in
the Department of Justice under At-
torney General Frank Murphy.

It includes 5 years in Navy Air Intel-
ligence, followed in 1948 by an amazing
12 years as Governor of Michigan for six
consecutive terms.

As Assistant Secretary of State for
Africa, Ambassador Williams served
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson during
a period of great growth in the conti-
nent. The number of countries with
which we have diplomatic relations rose
from 26, at the time Ambassador Wil-
liams assumed responsibility for Africa,
to 36 when he resigned in 1966. With this
background in State and Federal Govern-
ment, I know Mr. Williams will bring new
and fresh insights to the challenging as-
signment he is assuming in Manila.

He is one whose ideals, enthusiasm,
understanding, and devotion to the dem-
ocratic process will endear him to the
Philippine people, just as he won the
hearts and support of the people of Mich-
igan. Having been a member of his State
administration, I am indeed proud to
support this confirmation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is, will the Senate advise and con-
sent to this nomination?

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified of the
confirmation of the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
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dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 299, on the Executive Cal-
endar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report the nomi-
nation.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of George W. Ball, of New
York, to be the Representative of the
United States to the United Nations with
the rank and status of Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary, and the
Representative of the United States of
America in the Security Council of the
United Nations.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in
case there is no rollcall vote, I would like
the record to show that I am opposed to
the confirmation of George W. Ball as
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations.
After much careful study of the record,
I have reluctantly come to the conclusion
that Mr. Ball, whatever his attainments,
experience, and political expertise, is not
a man in whom the Congress of the
United States can repose confidence.

The basis of my objection is Mr. Ball’s
performance in the case of Otto Otepka.
My colleagues will remember that in the
course of the Senate Internal Security
Subcommittee’s investigation into State
Department security, Mr. Otepka was
fired by the Secretary of State for telling
the truth to the subcommittee. Mean-
while, in July and August of 1963, three
officers of the State Department, John
F. Reilly, David 1. Belisle, and Elmer
Dewey Hill, appeared before the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee and
gave statements which subsequently were
shown to be false.

At this time, Mr. Ball was No. 2 man
in the Department, as Under Secretary
of State. After the Secretary of State,
Mr. Ball was responsible for the internal
affairs of the Department. In October
1963, Senator Dobp, acting for the sub-
committee, personally delivered a 10-
page memorandum to the Secretary set-
ting forth the subcommittee’s intention
to prove that the three officers had lied.
Subsequently testimony before the sub-
committee shows that the Secretary as-
signed the problem to Mr. Ball. Although
Mr. Rusk holds the ultimate responsibil-
ity, it was Mr. Ball who was responsible
for getting the job done.

As the weeks passed, the State Depart-
ment indicated nothing to the subcom-
mittee that action was being taken. Then,
on November 5, 1963, Mr. Otepka was
fired. The truthteller was fired, while
those who gave false witness were kept
on, On the afternoon of November 5,
Senator Dopp and I engaged in collogquy
on this floor. In response to my inquiry,
Senator Dopp indicated that prosecution
for perjury was a distinet possibility. On
the day after this threat of perjury
prosecution was raised, the subcommit-
tee received letters from the three wit-
nesses. These letters allegedly ‘“‘ampli-
fled” their previous testimony. In point
of fact, the letters constituted a retrac-
tion. Earlier, the witnesses had denied
any knowledge of wiretapping operations
at the State Department; now they ad-
mitted that they did, indeed, have knowl-

e.
The letters of amplification were ad-
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mitted into the record under oath. Un-
fortunately, the letters were deficient in
a material point, the very point under
investigation. When called in for ques-
tioning about the letters, at least one of
the witnesses brazenly continued to
falsify his testimony.

Thus, we have a situation in which
three witnesses knowingly falsified their
testimony; they submitted retractions
which were further falsifications; and
the falsification continued in further
testimony. This is a situation which is
rife with double and triple perjury.

As I have pointed out, Mr. Ball was
the responsible executive in this matter.
He appointed a one-man task force, Mr.
Thomas Ehrlich, from the Office of Legal
Adviser, to examine the situation and
report directly to him. When perjury was
threatened on the Senate floor, Mr.
Ehrlich, acting specifically under Mr.
Ball's orders, called the three into his
office at 9 p.m. on the night of Novem-
ber 5. The letters of amplification were
prepared and brought directly to Mr.
Ball. Mr. Ball personally hand-carried
them to the Secretary, who—according
to Mr. Ehrlich’s testimony—glanced at
them and indicated approval before they
wt;lre sent to the subcommittee on the
6th.

I find it difficult to believe that a per-
son of Mr. Ball's stature would delib-
erately authorize falsification. Yet the
letters were subsequently found to be
falsifications. It was Mr. Ball's respon-
sibility to find out the facts in this situa-
tion. If he did not know the facts, he
was derelict in a grave matter. Here
were charges about to be made by a Sen-
ate committee. The press had already
carried the implications past the Secre-
tary of State, even to the President him-
self. If Mr. Ball did not know the facts,
he was not doing his duty. If he did know
the facts, then he was permitting his
employees to lie to the Congress of the
United States.

Another cloud was cast by the fact
that no diseiplinary action has been
taken against the three false witnesses
even today. Two were allowed to resign
without prejudice, when the evidence of
their guilt became inescapable, and the
third was transferred to an overseas
State Department job. Presuming that
Mr. Ball had come to the conclusion that
the three had not told the whole truth
the first time, it seems to me that the
proper course would have been to fire
them immediately for attempting to mis-
lead Congress. Instead, Mr. Otepka, who
told Congress the truth, was fired, and
Mr. Ball attempted to get the three false
witnesses off the hook by having them
supplement their testimony.

Mr. President, I submit that this is not
the course of action that would be fol-
lowed by a man who is interested in be-
ing straightforward with the Congress.
The effect of these actions is to condone
falsehood. These men lied, and he did
not fire them. He helped them prepare
retractions that were rationalized as
“amplifications.” These letters again con-
tained lies. Mr. Ball either knew this or
he did not; but at no step did he take
disciplinary action. Mr. Ball had the re-
sponsibility to see that these men were
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telling the truth, and he failed. When
the truth came out, he failed to take ac-
tion against the false witnesses.

This is the case in brief. I intend, be-
fore I am finished, to have a few words
to say about Mr. Ball’s responsibilities in
1968, with especial regard to his testi-
mony a week ago Friday before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee. But
first I think it is necessary to examine
closely the question of perjury in the
testimony of the three witnesses. The
gravity of the problem must be quite
clear, and I want no doubt in anyone’s
mind of the nature of the falsehoods.

This is especially important, because
neither the Department of State nor the
Department of Justice has pressed vig-
orously for perjury indictments. The first
round of testimony occurred on July 9,
July 29, and August 6, 1963. Within a few
weeks, the 5-year statute of limitations
will have run out. Perhaps the Attorney
General has not had time to examine this
testimony in detail. However, I have
taken the time, and I shall presently set
forth excerpts from the testimony of the
three which show the most blatant con-
tradictions. I am asking the Attorney
General to examine these excerpts, and
to examine them in context, and to see if
he cannot bring perjury charges before
time runs out.

The story begins on November 5, 1963,
when Senator Dopp and I discussed the
Otepka case on this floor. The Senator
from Connecticut had just pointed out
that Mr. Otepka had been fired that very
day for telling the truth to a congres-
sional committee. At that point I made
the following inquiry, and I quote:

If Mr. Otepka had not told the truth to
the Subcommittee on Internal Security of
the Committee on the Judiciary, would he not
then have been gullty of perjury?

The Senator from Connecticut an-
swered:

Of course. Our witnesses have been under
oath. I pointed out earlier . . . that we know
the Department of State tapped Mr. Otepka's
telephone, but an employee of the Depart-
ment of State came to our Subcommittee,
and, under oath, sald that the telephone had
not been tapped—which is an untruth. That
is the man who ought to be subject to
charges. When employees of the Government
come before a Congressional committee and
either make willful misstatements or tell un-
truths under oath I believe that dismissal
charges should be preferred against them.
But up to the present hour, the man who
has been dismissed 1s the man who told the
truth, and so far as I know, the man who
told the untruth has not been moved against.

Thus far, Senator Dopp. At this point,
I asked:

Does the committee have any plans to cite
for perjury the man to whom the Senator
referred?

Mr. Dopp replied:

I have not asked any questions about that.
As I said, I asked for an emergency meeting
of the Judiciary Committee so that all the
implications of the situation might be fully
explored and the committee might make a
decision with respect to what it should do,
how it should advise the Senate, and what
it should report to the Senate.

Mr. President, I remind you that this
exchange occurred on November 5, 1963.
Accounts of this colloquy appeared in the
press, and they triggered a reaction by



May 13, 1968

the State Department. On November 6,
three letters were mailed to the subcom-
mittee by, respectively, David I. Belisle,
John F. Reilly, and Elmer Dewey Hill.
Each contained a retraction, or as they
quaintly put it, an “amplification” of
earlier testimony.

The statements of November 6 were
directly initiated by Mr. Ball, as is evi-
dent by the testimony of Thomas
Ehrlich, of the State Department Office
of Legal Adviser, on November 14, 1963.
Mr. Ehrlich had called the three wit-
nesses together on the night of Novem-
ber 5. The subcommittee counsel and Mr.
Ehrlich engaged in the following ex-
change:

Mr. SovrwiNE. They all came together in
response to your call, Had you recelved in-
structions from the Becretary with respect
to calling them and having letters of this
nature prepared?

Mr. ExrricH, I had recelved a request not
directly from the Secretary, but through Mr.
Ball, that I understood Mr. Ball had dis-
cussed the matter with the Secretary.

Mr. SourwiNE. You got this personally
from Mr, Ball?

Mr. EHRLICH, Yes.

Mr. SourwiNE. By telephone or face to
face?

Mr. EsBrLICH. In person,

Mr. SourwiNE. Face to face. You were
called to his office, were you?

Mr. EHRLICH. Yes.
Later, the subcommitiee counsel
asked:

Now on the occasion that you first talked
with Mr, Ball about having such letters
written, did you and he part with the under-
standing that he would check with the Sec-
retary, or clear with the Secretary on it, or
talk with the Secretary about it, and let
you know the Secretary's views?

L] L] L - -

Mr. EgrLicH. On this day when Mr. Ball
asked me to convey this to Mr. Rellly, Mr.
Hill, and Mr. Belisle, I can't honestly say
that he specifically said he had talked to
the Secretary before or afterward. I must say
it is my impression that he talked with the
Secretary at one point before or after.

Mr. SourwiNE. Now I am asking whether,
on that occasion, when you first discussed
that with Mr. Ball, you and he parted with
the understanding that he was going to
take it up in some way with the Secretary
and let you know later what the order would
be.

Mr., EaruicH. I know it was discussed in
my presence with the Secretary.

Mr. SourwINE. By Mr, Ball?

Mr. ExrLICH. By Mr, Ball and

Mr. SourwINE. Did you participate in that
discussion?

Mr. ExrricH. The most accurate answer I
can give is: To the best of my recollection,
there was a conversation with the Secretary
and Mr. Ball concerning this subject.

Mr. SourwINE. And did the Secretary then,
to you or to Mr. Ball in your presence, indi-
cate that he favored the writing of such
statements, or that he wished to see this
done?

Mr. EarnicH. That he did wish to see state-

ments prepared.

Mr, President (Mr. McINTYRE in the
chair), Mr. Ball’s part in this affair con-
tinued throughout execution of the proj-
ect, According to the testimony, the Sec-
retary may not even have read through
the so-called amplifying statements,
but he may have accepted them on Mr.
Ball's say-so. I quote:

Mr, SourwinNg. I have just one more ques-
tlon. Was a copy of each of these letters, or
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of any one of them, furnished to the Secre-
tary of State or sent to his office?

Mr. EarLicH. I know he saw them. I don't
think he read them. In other words, he saw
the papers. I don't think he read them over,
before they came to the Committee.

Mr. SourwiNE. Did he see them after they
were signed or before?

Mr. EarLicH. After they were signed.

Mr. SourwiNE. After they had been signed.
How did he see them? Did you show them to
him?

Mr. EarricH, No. I believe Mr. Ball did.

Mr. SourwINE. Mr. Ball took them to the
Secretary?

Mr. EHRLICH. Yes.

Mr. SouvrwWINE. Did he look at them?

Mr. Exrrrce. He glanced at them, I don't
think he read them carefully.

Mr. SourwiINE. Did he look at them one by
one or did he just look at the top one?

Mr. ExrricH. I honestly don't remember
other than it is my best recollection that he
did not at least read one through carefully.

Mr. SourwINE. But you do know that Mr.
Ball handed them to him?

Mr. EHRLICH. Yes.

Mr. SovrwiNE, He had them in his hand
and he was told what they were, is that
right?

Mr. EHrLICH. Yes.

Mr. SourwiNE. He knew what they were?

Mr. EHRLICH. Yes.

Mr. SourWINE, And then he handed them
back. What did he say?

Mr. EarricH. I don't remember that he said
anything.

Mr. SourwiNg. Well, did he indicate that it
was all right, go ahead, send the letters?

Mr. EHRLICH. Yes.

That concludes the history of how the
“amplifying letters” came to be sent.

I should like to point out at this time
the precise misstatements in the testi-
mony of the three witnesses, misstate-
ments which, in my judgment, ought to
be closely examined for perjury.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp excerpts from the
testimony of David I. Belisle, on July 29,
1963, from his letter of November 6, 1963,
and from his subsequent testimony on
November 14, 1963, designated insert
ISA-)!

There being no objection, insert A
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

INSERT A
ExcerpT FROM TESTIMONY OF DAvID I. BELISLE,
JuLy 20, 1963

Mr. SourwiNE. Do you have any informa-
tion with respect to the tapping of the tele-
phone of Mr. Otto Otepka, the Chief of the
Division of Evaluations of the Department of
State?

Mr. BELISLE, No, sir,

Mr. SouvrwINE. Do you know whether this
was done?

Mr. BELIsLE, No, I do not.

Mr. SourwiINE. Did you have anything to do
with the placing of a listening device in Mr.
Otepka's office?

Mr. Berisie. I did not, sir.

Mr. SovrwINE. Do you know if this was
done?

Mr. BELISLE. I do not.

ExcERPT FroM LETTER OF DAvID I. BELISLE,
NoveEMBER 6, 1963

After review of my testimony, I would like
to amplify my responses to Mr. Sourwine's
questions by stating that Mr. Rellly men-
tioned to me the events which I understand
he has described to you in a separate letter,
and accompanying enclosure. He mentioned
these events to me, however, only after the
events occurred.
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Excerpr FrOM TESTIMONY OF DAviDp I.
BELISLE, NOVEMBER 14, 1963

Senator Hruska. Let me ask you this ques-
tion: Did you on July 29, 1963, have any in-
formation with respect to the tapping of the
telephone of Mr. Otto Otepka, the Chief of
the Division of Evaluations of the Depart-
ment of State?

Mr. BeLisLE. I had no firsthand informa-
tion, sir. I had information——

Senator Hruska. What information did
you have at that time?

Mr. BerListE. I had information that was
told to me by Mr, Reilly that they tried to
do it and that fizzled. (Page 836.)

The CHamMAN. But you did have infor-
mation, didn't you?

Mr, BerisLiE. I had information which in
my judgment was hearsay.

The CHamMAN. Of course you had infor-
mation. Come on, now. You did have infor-
mation, didn't you?

Mr. BeLisLE. Hearsay information.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. You had it,

Mr. BELISLE. Hearsay.

The CHAIRMAN. And you told this commit-
tee you didn't have.

Mr, BELISLE. I gave you the reason why I
told you. (Page 837.)

Benator HrRuska. And did you know if this
was done? My question then is this: Did you
know on July 29, 1963, that a listening device
had been placed in Mr. Otepka's office?

Mr, BELISLE, As I say again, SBenator, I had
no firsthand knowledge and that is why I
answered

Senator Hruska. Had you been told at that
time that a listening device had been placed?

Mr. BELISLE, No. I had been told that they
;::d tried it and it didn’t work, and a listen-

g

Senator Hruska. Who told you?

Mr, BELISLE. A listening device, no.

Senator Hruska, Who told you?

Mr. BELIsLE. Mr. Reilly. (Page 838.)

Mr. Berisie. Listen, I apologized to the
committee. I apologized to the State Depart-
ment for all of the newspaper publicity. I
apologized to my family and everything else.
But——

The CHAmRMAN. Why do you apologize?
(Page 849.)

L]

Mr. Beriste. Well, I apologize for getting
them, getting all the publicity and I apolo-
gized to the committee for——

The CHAIRMAN., Wasn't it because you
didn’'t tell the truth to this committee?
Wasn't that the reason?

Mr. Beriste. I apologized to them for
having—to you people for thinking that 1
misled you, to the State Department for get-
ting bad publicity as a result of my testi-
mony, and to my family also. (Page 850.)

- - L] L] L

Senator Dopp. Mr. Belisle, suppose you were
asked a similar question here today. Would
you answer the question put to you by Mr.
Sourwine on July 29, in the same way that
you answered it that day?

Mr. BELIsLE. You mean after everything has
transpired, Senator?

Senator Doop. Yes.

Mr. Beriste, I suppose after everything
has transpired I probably would say I have
no firsthand information with respect to this.
(Page 852.)

L] L L - L]

Mr, Beriste. I had nothing to do with the
wiretap, sir. I don't know why the wiretap.

Senator Dopp. Well, I think you told us
that it fizzled and that is why it——

Mr. Beriste. That is right, sir. (Page 854.)

- - - - -

Mr. SourwINE. Well, you did discuss this
particular investigative instrument, as you
put it, with Mr. Rellly in connection with the
survelllance of Mr. Otepka before you left
for Costa Rica.

Mr. BELISLE. I discussed with Mr. Rellly the
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various investigative techniques that could

be used in an investigation of this type and

as to what we were looking for and how

we would go about getting it.
L] L] L - *

We discussed the fact that we could—
there was a possibility that you could bug his
telephone and you could bug his room. (Page
832.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, these
excerpts show that Mr. Belisle denied
having “any” information with respect
to the tapping of Mr. Otepka’s telephone,
The word “any” is a universal term; it
excludes nothing from its range. In his
letter, Mr. Belisle admitted that he did
indeed have some information. Mr,
Reilly had “mentioned” the events to
him. Mr. Belisle had been out of the
country when the events occurred, and
thus did not participate directly in the
plot. In his subsequent testimony he ad-
mitted that he had what he called “hear-
say information” that the wiretap at-
tempt fizzled. Moreover, he participated
in the initial discussions about tapping
Mr. Otepka's phone. When a witness,
under oath, changes his testimony from
“no” to “yes,” and admits that he did so
to withhold information he had all along,
I believe it is eclear that he not only
deceived, but intended to deceive.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp excerpts from the
testimony of John F. Reilly on August 6,
1963, from his letter of November 6, 1963,
and from his testimony of November 15,
1963, designated insert “B.”

There being no objection, insert B was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

INSERT B
ExcerpT FROM TESTIMONY OF JOHN F. REILLY
oN AUGUST 6, 1963

Mr. SourwiNE. Then let me start fresh.
Have you ever engaged In or ordered the
bugging or tapping or otherwise compromis-
ing telephones or private conversations in the
office of an employee of the State Depart-
ment?

Mr. Re1LLY. No, sir,

Mr. SourwINE. You never did?

Mr. RELLY. That is right, sir.

Mr. SBouRWINE, Specifically in the case of
Mr. Otepka you did not do so?

Mr. RerLLy. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Souvrwine, Did you tell Jerome
Schneider to install an electrical device to
compromise Mr. Otepka’s telephone?

Mr. RELLY. No, sir,

Mr. SourwiNE. So that audible conver-
sations in his office could be heard whether
or not that phone was on the hook?

Mr. REILLY. No, sir.

Mr. SovrwINE. Did you know this had been
done?

Mr. RerLLy. No, sir.,

Mr. SourwiNE, Can you say it was not
done?

Mr. Renny. That I cannot say, sir.

Senator Hruska. Is that within the order
from Mr. Crockett?

Mr. Rerry. No, no. His questions have al-
ready made it clear that I cannot—I don't
Enow.

Senator Hruska, It is on your own?

Mr. RErLLY. Yes.

Senator Hruska. Your own lack of infor-
mation?

Mr. SovrwIiNE, When I say “tell Jerome
Schnelder” I would like to have that in-
clude tell somebody to tell him. Did you give
an order to have this done?

Mr. RE1LLY. No, sir,
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Now let's see if we can get back to Mr.
Otepka's case. Have any listening devices
been installed in his office?

Mr. REILLY. No, sir.

Mr, SouvrwiNeE. Have any devices or con-
trivances been installed in or connected with
his telephone wires or with a box outside
his office so as to activate his telephone so
as to make it in a sense a permanent recelv-
ing microphone?

Mr. RELLy. No, sir.

Mr. SovrwiNE. You are familiar with this
technique. You know what I am talking
about?

Mr. REnLLY. Yes, I do, sir.

Mr. SourwiNE, And it has not been used in
Mr. Otepka’s case?

Mr. RE1LLY. No, sir.

Mr, SouvrwIiNE. Mr, Chairman, you have a
clear issue here on which we will have to
take the testimony of other State Depart-
ment employees. I have no more questions of
Mr. Reilly at this time, sir. It is 3 minutes
of 12.

Senator HruskA. Very well, sir.

ExcerPT FrROM LETTER OF JOHN F. REILLY,
Novemser 6, 1063

On March 19, Mr, Hill told me that he and
Mr. Clarence J. Schnelder had discussed the
means by which conversations in Mr.
Otepka's office might be intercepted and had
conducted a feasibility survey by connecting
spare telephone wires from the telephone in
Mr. Otepka'’s office to the Division of Tech-
nical Services laboratory. Mr. Hill told me
that the system attempted had not proven
successful when he and Mr. Schneider had
tested it and that they were uncertaln
whether it could be made to work. I made
it clear to Mr. Hill that I did not wish any
conversations to be intercepted at that time.

No conversations were intercepted as a
result of the events described above. Other
than these events, I know of nothing which
could have given rise to the belief that Mr.
Otepka's office was being “bugged” or that
his telephone was being “tapped.” I under-
stand, however, that about the same time
that the events described above took place,
Mr. Otepka asked Mr. Stanley Holden, of the
Division of Domestic Operations to examine
his telephone system. I also understand that
Mr, Holden did examine Mr. Otepka's tele-
phone system but found no evidence that
Mr. Otepka's office was “bugged’ or that his
telephone was “‘tapped.”

ExcerpT FrROM TESTIMONY OF JOHN F. REILLY,
NoveMeer 15, 1963

Mr. SourwINE. Mr. Reilly, let me read you
this question: “Have you ever engaged in or
ordered the bugging or tapping or otherwise
compromising telephones or private conver-
sations in the office of an employee of the
State Department?”

And you replied, "No, sir.”

And I sald, *“You never did?”

And you said, “That is right.”

Senator McCLELLAN., What page is that?

Mr. SourwINE. I am reading from page 9
of our print, Senator.

Mr. RELLY. As I understood then, and now
understand the question, I was being asked
whether I had undertaken actually to inter-
cept and compromise conversations, whether
they be room or telephonic conversations.
This had not been achieved. And it has not
been achieved today.

. BOURWINE. You have already con-
tradicted right there.

The CHAIRMAN. Now wait a minute.

Have you ever engaged In or ordered?

Mr. Renuy. First, I did not engage in. And
I don't mean that as a weasel word. The
questioning that day—1I think Mr. Sourwine
will recall—

The CHAmRMAN. Had you ordered it?

Mr. RemLLy. I did not order, And we did not
compromise. That is my—I took the question
as a whole, Senator.
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The CHAIRMAN. Just what did you do?

Mr, Remry. Well, I did ask Mr. Hill if he
would undertake to find out if there was
some feasible way, short of putting a device
in Mr. Otepka’s office. (Page 874.)

L] - - - -

Mr. SovrwIiNE. You mean you authorized
the putting on of the tap or the device—
you don't compromise the telephone until
you tell somebody to use it?

Mr. REmnLy. As I understand, the darned
thing didn't work. (Page 876.)

L] . - L -

Mr. RElLLY, No. What I sald, sir, and what
I stand on, is that I had not authorized it.
I merely wanted to find out if it were possible
to do some system like this. I would then,
at some later time, decide or not decide.
(Page 876.)

* - * . L

Senator McCreLLaN. Why don't you just
come clean and tell the whole story? Why
don’t you do that?

Anybody reading this record knows people,
in your position, that you didn’t give truth-
ful answers to the questions that were asked
you. Everybody knows that. Why don't you
come clean here and just shell down the
corn, and state what you were after, and what
you did to try to get it? (Page 877.)

L] - L - &

Mr. RenLLy. What I am saying is that the
experiment tried fizzled, and at that point
I received, via the burn bag, seven sheets of
carbon paper which contained questions for
Reilly, and these questions were asked me
during the course of my testimony here.
(Page 877.)

- - - L] -

Mr. SoUrRWINE. You now take the position
this was not installing a device.

Did you know when I talked to you on
August 6, the committee was here, and these
questions were asked, what we were trying
to get at?

Mr. Remry, May I tell you what I thought
you were trying to get at, and still think you
were trying to get at?

Mr. SOURWINE. Yes.

Mr. REmLLY. That Mr. Otepka's conversa-
tlons were in fact being compromised. And
they were not. (Page 880).

L] * - ® *

Mr. Remry. Mr. Schneider did a simple
thing. He moved a wire.

Mr. SovrwiNE. All right. That is what he
did. But the result of that was to transform
that ordinary telephone mouthpiece receiver
into a listening device, isn't that correct?

Mr. RenLy. If the thing had been—well,
obvlously it didn't because the thing fizzled.
(Page 880.)

- - L] - -

Mr. SOURWINE. I see.

Now, can you state from your own know-
ledge that nobody ever heard any words over
that listening device that you caused to be
installed in Mr. Otepka’s telephone?

Mr. RerLrLy. To my knowledge, no one did.
(Page 882.)

-

Mr. ReLLy. I thought that the committee
felt that Mr. Otepka’s telephone and his room
conversations were being compromised. I
wanted to make it clear——

Senator McCLELLAN. All right. They wanted
to get the truth.

Now, you didn't tell them the truth, did
you? You did not tell the committee the
truth the day you testified when you gave
those answers, did you? Honestly—just lay
it on the record. Did you? I want to know
if you will contend now that you told the
truth then.

Mr, RemLy., I answered those questions
truthfully; yes, sir.

Senator McCLELLAN. Did you tell the com-
mittee the truth that day—the whole truth
and nothing but the truth, as you took an
oath to do?
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Mr. Remvy. As I said, sir, I considered the
question in the nature of cross-examination.
I answered the questions as I understood
them, I did not volunteer anything beyond
that.

To the extent that that—

The CHAIRMAN. You didn’t give all the in-
formation you had. That is what you are

saying.

Mr. RELLY. Nor did I think that it was re-
quired by the questions asked me, Mr. Chalr-
man, (Page 889.)

* " - - ®

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, Mr.
Reilly’s case is as clear as could be:

Question: Did you ever engage in or order
tapping telephones? Answer: No Sir. Ques-
tion: You never did? Answer: That is right,
Sir.

As a matter of fact, he did order the
tapping of Mr. Otepka’s telephone. In
his letter of November 6, he admitted
that he had ordered a “feasibility sur-
vey by connecting spare telephone wires
from the telephone in Mr. Otepka's office
to the Division of Technical Services
Laboratory.” Further on, he states em-
phatically that “no conversations were
intercepted as a result of the events de-
scribed above.”

The point of the “feasibility survey,”
as Mr. Reilly called it, is that the tele-
phone was tapped. The emphatic denial
of August 6 is again turned around 180
degrees. The attempts at gualification
of the response indicates the earlier at-
tempt to deceive. On November 15, Mr.
Reilly attempted to maintain the fiction
that a telephone is not tapped when a
tap is applied and not used. After several
questions on this point, Mr. Reilly said
flatly that Mr. Otepka’s telephone con-
versations were not being compromised.

Mr. Reilly's statements of November
15 were clearly contradicted by Mr. El-
mer Dewey Hill on November 18. Mr.
Hill's testimony was that the tap suc-
ceeded, that conversations were moni-
tored, and recorded. Moreover, one con-
versation in particular was singled out
for attention because it indicated that
Mr. Otepka was arranging a luncheon
date with a staff member of the Internal
Security Subcommittee.

I submit that Mr. Reilly's testimony
constitutes perjury on three counts, and
is a blatant attempt to deceive Congress.

At this point I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp ex-
cerpts from the testimony of Elmer
Dewey Hill, on July 9, 1963, from his
letter of November 6, 1963, and from his
testimony of November 15, 1963, desig-
nated insert “C.”

There being no objection, insert C was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

INsERT C
Excerer From TESTIMONY OF ELMER DEWEY
Hin, JuLy 9, 1963
(Pp. 1105, 1106, 1107, and 1108 of the
transeript)

Mr., SourwINE. Do you know of any single
instance in which the Department has ever
listened in on the telephone of an employee?
I am talking about his office telephone—the
telephone that does not belong to him; it
belongs to the State Department. Do you
know of any instance where that has been
done?

Mr, Hin. I cannot recall such an instance.

Mr. SovrwiNE. Do you know of any in-
stance where a listening device has been
placed in an employee’s office?
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Mr, HiuL, Not to my knowledge.

Mr. SOURWINE. Are these not normal se-
curity measures which in proper circum-
stances would be indicated and would be
taken?

Mr. Hior. I have never engaged in this—
in that type of security measure.

Mr. SourwIiNE. But you say your division
has never done it, has never been called
upon?

Mr. HL. We have never been called upon;
no, sir.

Mr. SourwiINE. Specifically, did you ever
have anything to do with tapping the tele-
phone of Mr. Otepka, the Chief of the Divi-
sion of Evaluations in the Office of Security?

Mr. HiLr. No, sir.

Mr. SouRWINE. You had no knowledge of it,
if it was done?

Mr. HiLL. No, sir,

Mr. SourwINE. Did you ever have anything
to do with placing a listening device in .Mr
Otepka’s office?

Mr. HouL. No, sir.

Mr. SouvrwiINE. Did you have any knowledge
of it, if it was done?

Mr. HiLL, No, sir.

ExcerPT FROM LETTER OF ELMER DEwWEY HILL,
NoveMBER 6, 1963

We agreed on the approach to be used—
modifying the wiring of Mr. Otepka's tele-
phone instrument—and decided to return
that evening to try the approach,

That evening Mr. Schneider and I altered
the existing wiring In the telephone in Mr,
Otepka's office. We then established a cir-
cuit from Mr. Otepka’s office to the Division
of Technical Services Laboratory by making
additional connections in the existing tele-
phone system wiring.

Mr. Schneider and I tested the system and
found we would be unable to overhear con-
versations in Mr. Otepka's office, except
actual telephone conversations, because elec-
trical interference produced a loud buzzing
sound,

ExcerpT FroM TESTIMONY OF ELMER DEWEY
Hmr, Juny 9, 1963
You do not know whether the Office of
Security has authority to do this?
Mr. Hiis, I personally have not ever been
requested to do such a thing.

ExcerPT FrROM LETTER OF ELMER DEWEY HILL,
NoveMBER 6, 1963

On Monday, March 18, 1963, Mr. John F.
Rellly, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Secu-
rity, asked me to explore the possibility of
arranging some way to eavesdrop on conver-
sations taking place In Mr. Otepka’s office.
Mr. Reilly explained to me that he would
only consider such a technique if other
investigative methods falled.

Mr. Reilly directed me to disconnect the
wiring connections which Mr. Schneider and
I had made. That evening, Mr. Reilly, Mr.
Schneider, and I met in the Office of Security.
In the space of a few minutes, I removed the
extra connections which Mr. Schneider and
I had made in Mr. Otepka’s telephone while
Mr. Reilly and Mr. Schneider stayed in the
hall outside Mr, Otepka’s office.

EXCERPT FROM TESTIMONY OF ELMER DEWEY
Hiun, JuLy 9, 1963

Mr. SoURWINE, Well, do you know of any
other office or divislon or branch in the Office
of Security that would be competent to place
a listening device in an employee's office, or
compromise his telephone?

Mr. Hirr. I do not know of anyone who
would be competent.

EXCERPT FROM LETTER OF ELMER DEWEY HILL,
Novemeer 6, 1063

Later that day, I discussed the technical

aspects of this matter with Mr. Clarence J,

Schneider who, at that time, was serving as
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Chief of the Technical Operations Branch of
the Division of Technical Services.
- - - - -

To summarize, for a 2-day perlod it might
have been possible to intercept conversa-
tions taking place in Mr. Otepka's office if
certain technical problems could have been
resolved. These problems never were resolved
and the wiring connections which were made
were removed without any conversations
having been intercepted.

ExCErRPT FROM TESTIMONY OF ELMER DEWEY
Hirn, NoveEMBER 18, 1963

Mr. Hin, I should like to read it into the
record. Thank you.

I, Elmer Dewey Hill, wish further to am-
plify statements which I have made con-
cerning listening to telephone conversations
on Mr. Otepka’s office telephone.

In my testimony on July 9, 1963, and my
letter of November 6, 1963, I stated that Mr.
Schneider and I arranged telephone wires so
that we could hear telephone conversations
on Mr, Otepka’s telephone. Nevertheless, on
careful review of that testimony and letter,
I fear that the implication is that, in fact,
no such conversations were heard. I make
this statement to correct such an implica-
tion.

In our testing of the arrangement which
Mr. Schneider and I had made, over a brief
period recordings were made of telephone
calls on Mr. Otepka’s telephone. They turned
out to be of no consequence and were erased

Senator Doop. Erased?

Mr. HiLL. Yes; erased. When I gave my prior
testimony and wrote the letter, I was under
the impression, which I am now satisfled was
erronecus, that, especlally since no infor-
mation of any consequence was obtained, my
duty required me to speak and write as I
did. (Page 907.)

* - - L] &

I now feel, however, that this reasoning
was faulty and accordingly, I have stated
these facts explicitly to senlor officers of the
State Department, to whom I have sub-
mitted my resignation, and I are prepared
to answer any further questions this com-
mittee may have. (Page 908.)

- - - - .

Mr. SourwiNg, Mr, Hill, when you testi-
filed on July 9, in response to the question,
“Do you know of a single instance in which
the Department has ever listened in on the
telephone of an employee,” you answered,
“I cannot recall such an instance.”

In the light of your statement this morning,
are we to understand that you did at that
time recall the instance of listening in on
Mr. Otepka's telephone, but that you felt
that it was your duty to give the answer that
you did?

Mr. Hur. Yes, sir. (Page 908.)

L] L] - - L

Mr. SourwINE, What you did then was to
convert the earphone into a microphone, a
listening microphone, through a ecircuit
which you could tap at someplace outside
of the office of Mr, Otepka?

Mr. Hiy. If I may, sir, I would prefer to
rephrase that. We made use of the latent
microphonic capabilities of the earphone by
establishing the circuit. The earphone will
always operate as a microphone. That use is
not made of it, however. (Page 911.)

L] - - - -

Mr. SouvrwinNE., After you had altered the
telephone or given it this additional function,
would it have been possible for Mr. Otepka
to overhear conversations elsewhere?

Mr. SacHS. On the device?

Mr. SOURWINE. As a result of what you did.

Senator Dopp, Could I hear that again?

Mr. SouvrwinE. After you had altered the
function of the telephone as you did, of the
recelver part, of the earphone part, would it
have been possible for Mr. Otepka to hear
over that telephone anything that he would
not normally hear, before you altered it?
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Mr. Hiun. It is conceivable—it is possible.
(Page 911.)

Ld L] L] ® -

Mr. Hiun, Yes, sir. The point that bothers
me is the terminal equipment. I do not really
recall when that was taken off. It was taken
on and off. We were experimenting with it
because of the problem that the system was
not working—we were trying to improve the
system, so that the terminal equipment may
have been disconnected and reconnected
many times.

Mr. SoUvrwINE. But it was finally discon-
nected on the same day that you restored
what you had modified in Mr. Otepka'’s tele-
phone?

Mr. Hinvn, Yes, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. What day was that?

Mr. Hiun, I believe it was the second day
after it was put in. Well, I am fairly positive
of that. I am positive on that, that it was in
operation for 2 days only.

Mr. SourwiINE. During the 2 days over how
long a total period, minutes or hours, was
the terminal connection hooked up so that
you could record or listen?

* Mr. Hun. I believe that it was hooked up
most of 1 day and part of the next day.

Mr. SouvrwiNE, During that time did you
have individuals listening in?

Mr. Hizr, I myself from time to time lis-
tened to it because I was concerned with try-
ing to improve the system, checking its oper-
ations,

Mr., SourwINE. Who else listened?

Mr. Hinn, And Mr. Schneider, probably,
did.

Mr, SourwinNg, Did anyone else?

Mr. HiuL, No, sir; I do not believe so.

Mr. SourwinNe. That 1s Mr., Clarence
Schnelder?

Mr. HiLL. Yes, sir.

Mr, SourwiNE, How many different record-
ings were made of conversations?

Mr. Hirn, How many different conversa
tions were recorded?

Mr. SoURWINE. If you know, approximately.

Mr. SacHs. That is a different question—is
that the one you meant?

Mr. SoUurwINE. Well, I will take your phras-
ing.

%dr. Hivn. Oh, I would say a dozen, perhaps
more.

Mr. SoURwWINE. Were these all conversa-
tions over the telephone, or were some of
them conversations in the room that were
not conducted over the telephone?

Mr. Hirn, These were all over the tele-
phone.

Mr. SovrwIiNE. What was done with those
recordings?

Mr. Hirr. Well, I believe that either I or
Mr. Schneider gave the recordings to another
individual.

Mr. SourwiINE. To whom?

Mr. Hiir. I really do not know who that
was, I will simplify it—it was not a person
that I had any contact with, some stranger
to me.

Mr. SovrwINE. Why did you give these re-
cordings to someone who was a stranger?

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Reilly’s request.

Mr. SourwiINE, Mr. Reilly knew about these
recordings?

Mr. HivL. Yes.

Mr. SovrwINE, Had he heard them?

Mr. Hint. I do not know whether he had
heard them or not. I do know of one incldent
that he referred to, one telephone conver-
sation, (page 914.)

* * * L] -

I do not know how this knowledge came
to him, whether he listened to the record-
ing or it was reported to him by another
person who listened to the recording, but
there was one telephone conversation which
did seem interesting to him.

Mr. SouvrwINE. He knew about, at least,
one conversation?

Mr, HmuL. Yes.
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Mr. SourwiNE. Had you told him about
that conversation?

Mr. SacHs. At any time, or the time that
he gave the recordings to the stranger? I
got lost there. Are you referring to which?
I think that you must specify time. You see,
when you were talking about what he did
with the recordings, he said he gave it to a
stranger.

Mr. SOURWINE. I think it is perfectly clear,
Mr. Sachs, that he gave it to a stranger at
Mr. Reilly's orders, and Mr. Reilly at that
time knew about the tap, and knew about
the details of, at least, one conversation.
Is that right?

Mr. HiLL. Well, it is obvious that I, cer-
tainly, would not give the recordings to just
any stranger walking down the aisle.

*® ® L * L

Mr, SouRWINE. Let us start again, Mr, Hill,
You were instructed by Mr. Reilly to glve
these recordings to some individual?

Mr. HiLL. I think that is a fair statement.

Mr. SourwiNE. Now, just how did he re-
quest you to do that? Orally or in writing?

Mr. HimL. Orally.

Mr. SourRwINE. What did he tell you to do?
Were you to take it somewhere or to leave
it somewhere or to give it to somebody who
would call for it?

Mr. Hiur. The latter; to give it to some-
body who would call for it.

Mr. SourwINE. How was that person to
identify himself to you as entitled to receive
it under Mr. Rellly’s instructions?

Mr. Hn. I do not remember that. And
as a matter of fact, I do not actually re-
member whether it was I or Mr. Schneider
who gave the tape. I suspect it was Mr.
Schneider, because, otherwise I would re-
member this.

Mr. SourwiNE. But now that Mr. Rellly
did instruet you—but you know that Mr.
Rellly did instruct you?

Mr, Hiin. Oh, yes, sir. (Page 915).

Mr. SOURWINE. When were these recordings
turned over to this individual?

Mr. HinL. Here again I am not certain
whether they were both turned over at the
same time after the modification was taken
gt or were turned over at the end of each

y.
Mr. SovrwiNE. You say “they”’—I presume
you mean physically a disk or a wire on which
the recording had been placed?

Mr. HiLL. Yes, sir; a tape.

Mr. SOURWINE. A tape.

Mr. HirL. Yes.

Mr. SourwiNE. There were two tapes then?

Mr. HiLn, Two reels.

Mr. SourwiNE, Two reels of tape, one for
each of 2 days?

Mr. Hiy. Yes, sir,

Mr. SoURWINE. And they were elther turned
over together or turned over one on one day
and one on the next day?

Mr. HLr. Yes, but I am not certain, also,
whether the second day was turned over, be-
cause the second day was more intermit-
tent—I was trying to perfect the system, and
it may have been not working part of the
time and its value was not particularly great,
therefore, and by that time it had already
been decided to remove it.

Mr. SourwinNeE. Well, then, if it was pos-
sible that the tape for the first day was
turned over at the end of the first day, then
your instructions from Mr. Reilly to turn it
over must have come to you during that first
day or before the first day, is that right?
Mr. Hinn. Yes, sir. (Page 918.)

- L L - L

Mr. SourRwINE. Let me get at it this way:
Did you tell Mr. Reilly about that particular
conversation?

Mr. Hnut. I believe I may have mentioned
to him that there did not seem to be an any-
thing very interesting to him on this tape.
However, there was one conversation that

might be.
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Mr. SourwiNE. Did you then tell him what
that was?

Mr. Hir, Yes, sir; I believe I did.

Mr. SourwINE. Did you see—just a little
bit ago I understood you to say that you
did not know how Mr. Reilly heard that con-
versation.

Mr. HiuL. Well, if you understood what the
conversation was, you would be able to ap-
preciate how I could refer to it so as to iden-
tify it, but not divulge its contents.

Mr. SourwiNE. Is that what you did?

Mr. HiLL, Yes, sir. As I recall.

Mr. SouvrwinNeE. You identified it to Mr.
Reilly without divulging its contents?

Mr. HiLL, Yes, sir. (Page 917.)

* * * ® *

Mr, Souvrwine. Try to identify what you
sald to Mr. Reilly.

Mr. SacHs. Tell what the purpose of the
conversation was.

Mr. Hmwn. To make a luncheon date.

Mr. SovrwINE. Can you identify the per-
son with whom the luncheon date was made?

Mr, Hmun. No, sir; I do not know who he
was.

Mr. SourwiNE. But Mr. Reilly was inter-
ested in this without being told any more
about it?

Mr. Hn. Well, he did not know whether
he would be interested. At that time he just
said, “Oh.”

Mr. SoURWINE. I see.

Mr. Hmr, And I did not know myself
whether he would be interested in it. I just
thought it might be the sort of thing that
he would be interested in.

Mr. SouvrwiNE. What did you have in mind
when you told us earller there was one
conversation in which Mr. Reilly was espe-
cially interested?

Mr. Hnn. That was 1t.

Mr. SourwinNE. He later indicated to you
that he was interested in it?

Mr. HiLr. Yes, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. He later indicated to you
that he knew more about it than you had
told him?

Mr. Hmr, Well, he later indlcated to me
that it had a significance which I was not
able to place upon it at the time.

Mr. SovrwiNE. Did he say what that sig-
nificance was?

Mr. Hmnn. Yes, sir.

Mr. SouvrwINE. What did he say that the
significance was? That does nof involve any
divulgence.

Mr. SacHs. If you know. Maybe you had
better tell me what your answer is first.
May he?

Senator Dopp. Certainly.

(The witness conferred with his counsel.)

Mr. Hmn. Apparently, the individual who
called was connected with the staff of this
committee.

Mr. SourwINE. Mr. Rellly—did he tell you
who it was?

Mr. Hn. No, sir,

Mr. SovrwINE. Now did Mr. Belisle know
of these recordings?

Mr, Hrnn, Well——

Mr. Sacas. Would you be good enough to
fix the time?

Mr. SovrwINE. Did he ever, to your knowl-
edge, know of the existence of these record-
ings?

Mr. Hrn. I am not sure whether he knew
about them at the time that they were made.
He later, of course, came to know about
them. (Page 918.)

- L] *® ® ®

Mr. SourwiNgE. Did he ever discuss them
with you?

Mr, Hmn. No, sir; I do not believe he did.

Mr. SovrwiNE. Your instructions with re-
gard to the gimmicking of this telephone,
did they come from Mr, Reilly or from Mr.
Belisle?

Mr. HiLn. Mr. Rellly.

Mr. SovrwinNE. Directly to you?
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Mr. Hiryn. Yes, sir.

Mr. SOURWINE. Orally?

Mr. HrLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. SOURWINE. And Mr, Belisle never gave
you any instructions with respect to this
matter?

Mr, Hiur. No, sir.

Mr. SourwiNe. You never reported
through Mr. Belisle or to Mr, Belisle with
respect to them?

Mr. Hmun. No, sir.

Mr. SOURWINE. So you really do not know
whether he came to know about them at all?

Mr, Hmi, That is true; I believe that is
true.

Mr. SourwINE. You were asked on the 9th
of July, “Do you know of any instance where
a listening device had been placed in an em-
ployee’s office?” And you said, “Not to my
knowledge.” You did at that time know
about what had been done with Mr, Otepka’'s
telephone?

Mr. Hin. Yes, sir. (Page 919.)

L L] L] -

Mr. SourwINE. Wak any listening device of
any kind placed in Mr. Otepka’'s office other
than the conversion of the telephone?

Mr. HiLL, No, sir.

Mr. SovrwiNg, Do you know whether any
listening devices were placed, at any time, in
the outer office of the Division of Evaluations
where the three stenographers sat?

Mr. HiLL. No, sir. I do not know of any.

Mr. SOURWINE. You do not know?

Mr, HLr, No.

Mr. SovrwINE. You were asked on July 9:

“Are these not normal security measures
which in proper circumstances would be in-
dicated and would be taken?

And you stated:

“I have never engaged in this—in that
type of security measure.”

The fact was that you had engaged in it; is
that not true?

Mr. Hmun, Yes, sir. I believe this was my
obligation to the Department to do as I did.

Mr, SOURWINE, Yes,

Mr. HLr, To answer as as I did.

Mr. SOURWINE, You were asked if the Office
of Security had authority to do this, and in-
stead of replying directly, you stated volun-
tarily:

“I personally have not ever been requested
to do such a thing.”

The fact was that you had been requested
to do it, had you not?

Mr. Hmn. Yes, sir. (Page 920).

. - L] L] L]

Mr. SourwINE, You must have thought he
wanted it done or you would not have done
it; is that right?

Mr. HrLn, Well, yes, sir, but the telephone
was selected for logically reviewing the vari-
ous other alternatives.

- - - L] L]

Mr. SourwINE. But you discussed all of
these things with Mr. Reilly?

Mr, Hmn. No; not with Mr. Reilly, I dis-
cussed them with Mr. Schneider—he is the
technical man. Mr. Rellly did not care what
means were used. He was concerned with the
results.

Mr. SovrwINE. He wanted to know what
was going on in that office?

Mr, HruL, Yes, Eir.

Mr. SourwINE. Of course. So you modified
the telephone so that you could find out?
(Page 921.)

- * * - L

Mr. SourwiNeE. Then you were asked the
next question, the second question that fol-
lowed:

“But you say your division has never done
it, has never been called upon?”

And you answered:

“We have never been called upon; no, sir.”

The fact was that you had been called
upon, had you not?

Mr. HiLr. Yes, sir. (Page 922.)

* L L] L] L]
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Mr. SourwinNE. Now this question:

“Did you ever have anything to do with
placing a listening device in Mr. Otepka’s
Office?"
and your answer:

“No, sir.”

As a matter of fact, you did have; did you
not?

Mr. Hirr. In the sense that the modifica-
tion of the telephone was——

Mr. SourwinNg, Was a listening device?

Mr. HiLL. Yes.

Mr. SourwiNE. Which was not in his office
before you made the conversion?

Mr. HiLL. Yes, sir. (Page 923.)

L] L] *® L -

Mr. Hin. Well, not quite that, When you
asked: “Do you understand from that that
I was not to set anything up?” and I an-
swered, “No, sir,” I thought that you were
referring to the wiring that we had made in
the telephone—the wiring changes that we
had made in the telephone system. And, fur-
thermore, I was operating always under the
impression that Mr. Reilly wanted to pick
up telephone conversations. We had never—
I mean—I beg your pardon—wanted to pick
up room  conversations. We had never
achleved that capability; therefore, we were
still in this exploratory phase,

Mr. SourwIiNE. You stated in your state-
ment:

“It was never contemplated that an at-
tempt would be made just to monitor Mr.
Otepka's telephone line in order to overhear
conversations on it."”

As a matter of fact, you not only con-
templated it, but you did monitor his tele-
phone conversations—you made recordings
of the telephone conversations?

Mr. HiLL. Yes, sir. Here again this is a by-
product.

Mr. SourwiNE. You say that you reported
that you were unsuccessful in your efforts to
Mr. Reilly the following morning. But you
did report to him that you had recorded cer-
taln conversations, is that not right?

Mr, Hrnr. No, sir; not then, because that
was the morning after the installation was
made and I do not even know whether we
had a tape recording at that time.

Mr. SovrwiNeE. The second day you re-
ported that you had made such tapes?

Mr. Hinr, Yes; I believe I reported at the
end of the first day.

Mr. SouvrwiNE. At the end of the first day
that you had made a tape?

Mr., HiLL, Yes. I think that Mr. Rellly—I
think Mr. Reilly did not know that there
was going to be a tape recorded hooked up
at that time. He knew, however, that we in-
tended to do it—to hook up a tape recorder
at that time.

Mr. SovrwinNE. You put this installation in
on March 18, on the evening of March 187
(Page 925.)

L3 L L - *

Mr. SovrwINE, You did make recordings on
the 20th?

Mr. HiLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. It could not have been at
the beginning of the day?

Mr. HiLL. No; I doubt that.

Mr. SourwINE. And at the end of the day—
the 20th—the evening of the 20th, you re-
moved the connection, is that right?

Mr. HiLL. Yes, sir. (Page 928.)

* * L] - L]

Mr. Hinn, Mr. Reilly took the view that we
were still trying to do what he asked us to
do when the recorder was hooked up, and
when these connections had been made, that
we were in the process of making an attempt.
Therefore, the go ahead on recording room
conversations was never given. However,
since during the course of the tests of all
of the system and the equipment involved
we did get telephone conversations, he did
utilize telephone conversations. In effect, he
had someone listen to them.
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Mr. SourwinNe. Who did he have listen to
them?

Mr. Hiur. I do not know.

Mr. SoURWINE. You are talking now about
the person to whom you turned over the
tapes?

Mr. Hinrn. Yes, sir.

Senator Dopp. I would like to clear up a
little confusion about all of this in my mind.
Do I understand correctly that Mr. Rellly
talked with you about imposing some de-
vice—and I am using language which may
be strange to you, perhaps, because I do not
know the language—which would make it
possible for him to know what Mr, Otepka
was talking about in his office, elther on the
telephone or otherwise? It seems to me that
he wanted to get both, if he could, because
he wanted to do it with the least chance of
letting Mr. Otepka know that it was going on.
Am I right in so understanding? Is that a fair
and reasonable understanding of what you
are telllng us?

Mr. HiLL. That is actually true.

Mr. SacHs, Mr.—excuse me, May I ask him
a question?

Senator Dopp. Yes,

Mr. SacHs. Is it your understanding, Mr.
Hill, that Mr. Reilly told you to do those
things, to set up the system which would op-
erate as the Senator has just described and
to put it into execution, or did he tell you
to see If such a system could be set up and
to test it and then report to him if it could
be done? This is the area, I think, that is a
little obscure. That i1s what I am asking
about.

Mr. HrLL, It is the latter that he requested.

Mr. SourwiNE. But he knew that you had
set it up with sufficient success to report to
him telephone conversations?

Mr. Hiur. Yes. (Page 930.)

- L L] L] .

Mr. SOURWINE. And he gave instructions as
to the dispcsition of the tapes on which you
had recorded them?

(The witness nods.)

Senator Dopp. I can see that. It is clear

now.
Mr. SBourwiNe. You were, certainly, justi-
fled under those circumstances in assuming
that he approved what you had done. You
felt that you were doing what he wanted?

Mr. HiLt, Yes, sir.

Mr. SouvrwINE. You did get some of it, and
recorded if, and Mr, Reilly disposed of the
recordings.

Mr. HiLy, Yes, sir.

Mr, SacHs, Do you know if Mr. Reilly dis-
posed of the recordings?

Mr, HrL, No; I do not know that.

Mr. SourRwINE. He disposed of them in the
sense of ordering that they be given to a
particular individual whom he named, is
that not right? (Page 931.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, a
comparison of the first two excerpts from
the testimony of July 9 and the letter of
November 6 again shows a black-and-
white contradiction. Mr. Hill said first he
knew of no instance where an employee’s
phone had been tapped; he had never
engaged in that type of measure; he had
nothing to do with tapping Mr. Otepka’s
phone. In his letter, he admits that he
did indeed have much to do with the
operation, both in the planning and
execution.

In his earlier testimony, Mr. Hill said
flatly:

I personally have not ever been requested
todosucha thl.ng.

In his letter, he gives the details, and
explains how Mr. Reilly ordered him to
apply the tap and take it off. In his
earlier testimony, Mr. Hill said that he
did not know of anyone in the Office of
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Security who would be technically com-
petent to tap a phone; in his letter he
names Clarence J. Schneider as the tech-
nician.

In his letter, Mr. Hill further states
that the tap was made“without any con-
versations having been intercepted.” This
was a false statement, as he later ad-
mitted. He begins his testimony on No-
vember 18 by saying that conversations
had indeed been intercepted. He said that
he made over a brief period recordings
that were “of no consequence” and were
‘lemed.D)

As his testimony developed, however,
he admits that the “brief period” lasted
2 days, and that 12 recordings were made.
Instead of erasing the recordings, he gave
them to a “stranger” under Mr. Reilly’s
orders. Finally, he admits that he iden-
tified one particular conversation that
was of ce to Mr. Reilly because
“the individual who called was connected
with the staff of this committee.”

During the course of the testimony, the
subcommittee counsel read at least six
questions to the witness from his own
previous sworn statements; to each of the
six Mr. Hill gave an answer opposite to
the one he had given before.

I believe it is clear that the question
o perjury is not trivial. Nevertheless, no
disciplinary action has been taken
against the three officers. Mr. Ball’s role
in the affair seems to be that he was more
interested in getting the State Depart-
ment off the hook, than in seeing that the
case was pursued through all of its rami-
fications.

I turn now to a final incident which
places Mr. Ball's actions of 1963 in a
strange perspective, In recent weeks, al-
legations have appeared in the press
which suggest that Mr. Ball was not only
aware of wiretapping operations in the
State Department, but held the author-
ity over such operations. I ask unanimous
consent that an article from the Govern-
ment Employees Exchange of May 1, en-
titled “Bugging News Media Phones for
Leaks Reported of State,” and the article
“Capitol View"” by Willard Edwards from
the Chicago Tribune of May 2 be printed
in the Recorp at the coneclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibits 1 and 2.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, if
these allegations in the press are true,
or even partially true, then Mr. Ball
surely has a knowledge of wiretapping in
the State Department that goes beyond
the evidence in the Internal Security
Subcommittee record. The point is eru-
cial. The general sense of the false
testimony cited earlier was that there
was no wiretapping operations in the
State Department. If the press allega-
tions are true, then Mr. Ball was in a
position to know that the false testimony
was indeed false. Any light that Mr. Ball
himself could shed on such a situation
would indeed be reassuring.

Unfortunately, Mr. Ball has chosen to
cloud the situation further, for the pur-
pose, I am afraid, of misleading the Sen-
ate. A week ago Friday, Mr. Ball appeared
before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. As a matter of courtesy, he
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was not under oath. The chairman asked
him about the Government Employees
Exchange article. I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from his testimony
concerning this matter be printed in the
REcoRD, designated insert D.

There being no objection, insert D was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

INsSErT D
ExcERPT FROM THE TESTIMONY OF GEORGE W.
BALL BEFORE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS
ComMITTEE, MAY 3, 1068

The CHAIRMAN. There has come to my at-
tention, Mr, Ball, a matter which is not di-
rectly related to your new appointment, but
it does relate to your previous employment,
I mean your previous position, in the De-
partment of State. I think it might be helpful
for the record since I don't think I will have
an opportunity to inquire of anyone else, at
least it ought to be straightened out, if it
can be.

There is an article in the May 1st publica-
tion of the Government Employees Exchange.
It describes a facility in the Department of
State, and this would relate to your previous
employment.

Mr. BarL, That is right.

The CHAmRMAN. And previous position. It
says, it describes a facility in the Department
of State as an electronics room, a bugging
room, an electronics laboratory, these are the
words that are used. The story suggests rather
strongly that this facility can be and is used
to monitor and record conversations unbe-
knownst to the telephone participants. The
article also suggests that you were at one
time in a position to authorize its use. Is
there such a facility in the Department of
State?

Mr. BaLL. I am unaware of it.

The CHAIRMAN, You are not aware of it?

Mr. BaLL. No, sir.

The CrHAIRMAN. Well, to the best of your
belief is that equivalent to that you do not
belleve it 1s correct?

Mr. BarL. This is a device for monitoring
telephone conversations of people in the
State Department?

The CxaammanN. That is correct, that is
what the article says.

Mr. Barr. I think that is totally erroneous.

The CHAIRMAN. I think you ought to say so.

Mr. BaLL. I certainly would have been aware
of it had there been such a room, had there
been such a device and there was none.
There is none,

The CrAIRMAN. Well, I think it ought to be
clarified. It alleges in this that this is used
to pick up incoming conversations and tele-
phone conversations also of the employees;
particularly, it has reference to the members
of the Department, to outgoing conversations
between members of the staff and reporters.

Mr. BarL. I am totally unaware of that,
Mr. Chairman, and I am sure it is erroneous.

The CuAlRMAN. And they also allege that
tapes, records are made of conversations be-
tween Senators and members of the State
Department.

Mr. BarL. I am certaln that that is wrong.

The CHAIRMAN. SO0 you can say positively
that that is not so?

Mr, BaLn, Yes.

The CuaHamMmawN. I think It ought to be
knocked down. It is a very current story,
and a front page story of this publication,
which is natural, if it were true would be
very disturbing to the Committee.

Mr. Bain. Certainly in my experience in
the Department this is totally untrue.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
wish particularly to point out one part
of this exchange. The chairman said:

The article describes a facility in the De-
partment of State as an electronies room, &
bugging room, an electronics laboratory,
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these are the words that are used. The story
suggests rather strongly that this facility can
be and is used to monitor and record con-
versations unbeknownst to the telephone
participants. The article also suggests that
you were at one time in a position to au-
thorize its use. Is there such a facility in the
Department of State?

Mr. Ball denied the existence of this
facility vociferously and several times.
He denied it without qualification. He
said:

I certainly would have been aware of it had

there been such a room, had there been such
a device, and there was none. There is none.

Mr. President, I cannot understand
why Mr. Ball would make such an em-
phatic denial. After a careful investiga-
tion, I have concluded that such an elec-
tronics laboratory does exist at the State
Department, I have talked to people who
have been physically present in the elec-
tronics laboratory. The subcommittee
has sworn testimony that telephone con-
versations actually were monitored
through facilities of the electronies lab-
oratory.

In the very letters of amplification,
which Mr. Ball handed to Mr. Rusk on
November 6, 1963, the witnesses make
reference to monitoring telephones
through the electronics laboratory. Mr.
Hill, who was in charge of the electronics
laboratory, wrote:

We then established a circult from Mr,
Otepka’s office to the Division of Technical
Services laboratory by making additional

connections in the existing telephone system
wiring.

Mr. Reilly wrote that—

Hill had conducted a feasibility survey by
connecting spare telephone wires from the
telephone in Mr. Otepka's office to the Divi-
slon of Technical Services laboratory,

Is it reasonable to believe that Mr.
Ball, who handed these statements to Mr.
Rusk, had not read them? Is it reason-
able to believe that he would not have
objected to them if the electronics labo-
ratory did not exist? Is it reasonable to
believe that he did not know that the
electronics laboratory had the capability
of monitoring telephones? Either Mr.
Ball was trying to mislead Congress in
1963, or he was trying to mislead Con-
gress in 1968, or he was incredibly naive.

I have in my possession—which I hold
in my hand—detailed floor plans for the
electronics laboratory, showing all en-
trances, closets, and appurtenant corri-
dors. By checking the State Department
telephone book of 1963, I find that the
numbers of the suite on the floor plan
correspond to the office numbers of the
three false witnesses and other employees
of the Security Office.

I agree with Mr. Ball that if such a
faeility existed, he would have, or should
iua‘.’ve. known about it. Why did he deny
t?

Moreover, there are suggestions that
wiretapping at State was even more
widespread than the subcommittee rec-
ord shows. In December 1963, the State
Department named a two-man panel to
invrstigate telephone tapping and elec-
tronic eavesdropping in the Depart-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that an
art'c'e from the Washington Post,
December 24, 1963, entitled “Two-Man
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Unit To Sift Otepka Wiretaps” be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, tes-
tifying before the subcommittee, Col.
George W. French, Jr., a member of the
panel, said:

We were asked to look into the matters of
electronic surveillance of members of the
Department of State, if this had been done,
when it was done, how it was done.

The subcommittee record also in-
cludes a State Department memoran-
dum setting forth the terms of reference
for the investigation. I ask unanimous
consent that this memorandum be
printed in the ReEcorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 4.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
might also say that the subcommittee
record also includes a memorandum by
State Department security officer, John
R. Norpel, Jr., concerning his interview
with Colonel French. I ask that an ex-
cerpt from this memorandum also be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 5.)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, un-
fortunately, the results of this investi-
gation were denied to the subcommittee
in written form. However, on another
occasion, the State Department did sup-
ply information to the subcommittee that
taps were discovered on the phones of
Stanley E. Holden, Chief of Technical
Security Branch, Domestic Operations
Division, Office of Security.

Without passing judegment on the ex-
tent of wiretapping at State, it is diffi-
cult to understand why Mr. Ball denied
all knowledge of such operations, deny-
ing even that the facility existed. On
May 7, the Government Employees Ex-
change delivered to Representative Jorn
AsSHBROOK a memorandum setting forth
an exact physical description of the elec-
tronics laboratory, and a history of its
use. I ask unanimous consent that this
memorandum be printed in the Recorp
at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

MEMORANDUM SUBMITTED TO REPRESENTATIVE
JOHN ASHBROOK BY GOVERNMENT EMPLOY-
EES EXCHANGE

HISTORY AND LOCATION OF “ESPIONAGE” OR
“ELECTRONIC LABORATORY' FACILITIES AT THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

I. Geographic location of the facility

During the tenure of George Wildman Ball
as Under Secretary of State, the “secret elec-
tronics espionage laboratory"” at the Depart-
ment of State was located in four rooms in
the New State Department Bullding num-
bered and identified as follows: 3805, 3808,
3809, and 3810.

Altogether, the four rooms of the facility
occupied 1315 square feet of floor space; an
additional 125 square feet of closets and in-
terconnecting corridors also belonged to the
facility for a total floor space of 1440 square
feet.
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A “lecture and demonstration” room ad-
joined the *“laboratory”. Its number was
Room 3803. It occupied 515 square feet, plus
two interconnecting doorway sectlons of 55
square feet each, for a total floor space of
625 square feet.

The four rooms and the lecture room col-
lectively comprised an *island” in a “moat
of corridors” completely surrounding the
facility. The total floor space of the “Island”
was 2065 square feet.

Besides the protection of its “moat”, the
facility was further protected by a “draw-
bridge"” which consisted of a locked door seal-
ing it off entirely from the so-called Corridor
8 of the third floor. The attached diagram,
which is listed as Attachment 1, identifies
the facility.

No one could enter over the “drawbridge”
without a special pass issued only on instruc-
tions of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Security, John W. Reilly.

Access to the “island” of the “espionage
laboratory” was even more rigidly controlled.
Even security officers could not enter it. The
laboratory was under the personal jurisdic-
tion of John Rellly, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for Security, and of Elmer
Dewey Hill, his principal “electronics” ex-
pert. Mr. Hill's official title was Chief, Divi-
slon of Technlcal Services (Acting).

Besides Messrs. Rellly and Hill, another
person who had “normal” access to the ‘“es-
plonage laboratory” was Clarence Jerome
Schneider.

Mr. Schnelder was identified, in testimony
before the Senate Internal Security Subcom-
mittee, as the person who “bugged” Otto F.
Otepka's room, recorded telephone and room
conversations, delivered the tapes of the re-
cording to an unidentified person and, al-
legedly, subsequently “erased” the tape. No
testimony has been taken directly from Mr.
Schnelder to date regarding his role, In early
1968, Mr. Schneider was given a “medical re-
tirement” by the Department of State.

Both Mr. Reilly and Mr. Hill resigned from
the State Department in late 1963 when Sen-
ators on the floor of the Senate charged the
possibility of “perjury”. Their “clarification
letters” to the Senate Internal Security Sub-
committee were drafted in the office of Under
Secretary of State George Wildman Ball,

II. History of the facility

The facility of the “electronics espionage
laboratory” was constructed in 1960 as part
of the New State Department structure, The
telephone and electrical wiring in the entire
building was installed in a way to make pos-
sible easy monitoring of any telephone in the
building by the laboratory.

Until the “Thanksgiving Day Massacre" in
the State Department in 1961, the electronic
espionage facility was under the supervision
of the Division of Physical Security, Up until
then, its use was controlled almost entirely
by career State Department security officers,
some of whom had worked previously with
the FBI.

Following the “Thanksgiving Day Mas-
sacre”, when George Wildman Ball emerged
a8 Under Secretary of State, the facility was
developed largely by “imported security offi-
cers”, coming from CIA and NSA,

In anticipation of the change of control
over the facility, the Department of State on
December 15, 1961, shortly after the “Thanks~
giving Day Massacre”, issued a memorandum
entitled: “Subject: Monitoring of Telephone
Calls”, (See attachment No, 1.)

The memorandum was intended to with-
draw all other “monitoring” activities from
persons and offices previously authorized to
carry them out. In addition, it was intended
to be a “cover” by suggesting no monitoring
would be carried out elsewhere.

The December 15, 1961 memorandum ap-
pears as Attachment 2 hereto.

Effective January 15, 1962, a new Divislon
of Technical Services was created by the De-
partment. This Division obtained exclusive
control over the espionage facllity, Its first
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chief was John Iams, secretly a long-time
CIA officer publicly carried on the State De-
partment rolls as a Foreign Service officer.

In early 1962, Mr. IJams “recruited” Elmer
Dewey Hill, who was placed in charge of a
so-called Research and Development Branch
of the Division of Technical Services, Actu-
ally, Mr. Hill had been previously secretly on
the CIA payroll.

In mid-summer 1962, Mr. Iams was “as-
signed” to the Natlonal War College and Mr,
Hill then assumed full control of the Divi-
sion of Technical Services.

In late evening and early morning hours,
Mr. Hill allowed CIA officers to enter the
“island”, In later 1962 and in 1963, the White
House and the Office of the Attorney General
requested the facllity to carry out certain
operations they did not wish the FBI to
monitor. Mr. Ball was fully informed of the
reasons for the White House decision and
he understood the use being made of the
facility.

One, but only one, of the reasons for the
secret use of the facility has already been
reported in the May 1, 1968 issue of the Gov=
ernment Employees Exchange. This con-
cerned the repercussions of the so-called
Philippe Thyraud de Vosjoli case.

Other uses of the facility can be ascer-
tained easily from George Wildman Ball,
John Rellly, Elmer Dewey Hill and Clarence
Jerome Schneider.

ATTACHMENT 1

Department of State memorandum to all
executive and adminisirative officers,
December 15, 1961
Subject: Monitoring of Telephone Calls
Effective immediately, monitoring of tele-

phone calls will be held to a minimum. When

it is necessary to monitor telephone calls, the
following practices will be observed.

a. Telephone conversations shall not be
recorded by recording devices unless advance
notice is given to the other party and the de-
vice is connected in accordance with the Fed-
g Communications Commission regula-

s,

b. Advance notlce must be given whenever
a secretary or any other person is placed on
the line for any purpose whatsoever,

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
must say that this description, especially
as to its physical aspects, is confirmed by
my own private investigation.

I cannot see what Mr. Ball had to gain
by denying fairly well known facts with-
out reservation. I do not subscribe un-
reservedly to all the allegations in the
Government Employees Exchange arti-
cle because I simply do not have enough
information in hand. However, it is un-
deniable that an electronics laboratory
exists—or existed—that it had a capa-
bility to monitor telephones, and that
this capability was used.

If Mr. Ball was telling the truth a week
ago Friday, he must have been com-
pletely unaware of a large, important
operation under his administration. Yet
he is seeking the responsibility of a key
position in our diplomatic service. I find
Mr. Ball's testimony incredible. Either
he was very naive, or he was falsifying.
I am opposed to his confirmation.

ExaIBIT 1
[From the Government Employees'
Exchange, May 1, 1968]

Buccine NeEws MEepiAa PHONES FOR LEAKS
REPORTED OF STATE—FIRING OF Top MaN
ForLoweD DrscLosUrRE THAT 85 Lines WERE
TAPPED
A “secret electronics espionage labora-

tory,” located in the “suite of offices” for-

merly occupied by Deputy Secretary of State
for Security, John Reilly, and his electronics
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expert Elmer Dewey Hill, carrled out “system-
atlc eavesdropping” on State Department
officials and newspaper correspondents
during the late Eennedy and early Johnson
administrations, a former electronics speclal-
ist at the Central Intelligence Agency re-
vealed to this newspaper on April 26.

“BUGGING'' ORDER!

The former CIA official asserted that he
had been personally consulted for profes-
sional assistance by Elmer Dewey Hill at one
stage of the “buggings.”

The decision to institute the electronic
eavesdropping at the State Department was
taken at the White House following a series
of “leaks” of information to James Reston
of the New York Times and to Chalmers
Roberts of the Washington Post the inform-
ant revealed.

President Eennedy was especially irritated,
he stated, because one of his own ‘planted
leaks"” to James Reston, which the New York
Times disguised by giving it a foreign capi-
tol datellne, was subsequently significantly
modified through an *“unauthorized leak"
from a State Department informant.

The President ordered that the State De-
partment official be identified and removed,
the source said.

“ELECTRONICS LAB'

This identification was successfully car-
ried out, the source claimed, through the use
of the “electronics laboratory” built into the
State Department when the new State De-
partment addition was finished in 1960.

According to the source, every telephone
in the State Department building can be
“monitored by the simple device of crossing
the panel when located in strategic sections
of the building.”

BALL AND ROSTOW

The use of the “bugging room'" by the
Eennedy administration grew especially in-
tensive after the so-called “Thanksgiving
Day Massacre” of 1961 within the State De-
partment, the source said. As a result of the
“massacre,” George Wildman Ball rose to be
Under Secretary of State and Walt Whitman
Rostow came over from the White House to
become Assistant Secretary of State for Pol-
icy Planning.

Previously, Mr. Rostow’s appointment to
that position had been blocked by the re-
fusal of Otto P. Otepka to give him a secu-
rity clearance without a “full fleld investiga-
tion,” the source added. As Under Secretary
of State, Mr. Ball assumed control of the
“espionage room” in November 1961. He re-
linquished control of it to Nicholas de Pelle-
ville Katzenbach when the latter succeeded
him as Under Secretary in 1966, the source
alleged.

“MARTEL"

A few months after the 1961 ‘“massacre,”
a Soviet EGB Major located in the Soviet
Embassy in Helsinskl, Finland, defected to
the United States. EKnown by varlous
pseudonymns, this defector was later intro-
duced to the French authorities in 1962 as
“Martel,” the main personality in the cur-
rent Life Magazine articles involving Phil-
ippe Thyraud de Vosjoli, the French lialson
officer until 1963 with the CIA, the source
revealed.

Other names used by the Soviet defector
were Anatoli Michael Golyzin, Anatoll

Dolyntzin and Anatoli Klimov, the source
added.

“FRENCH SPY"

Toward the end of 1862, Mr. Thyraud de
Vosjoll informed his CIA contacts that the
French had decided to establish an active
espionage unit covering the United States.
He also supplied CIA with a list of Ameri-
can newspapermen, as well as officials in the
Department of State, CIA and the Depart-
ment of Defense whom, he thought, the
French authorities might be able to exploit
as contacts.
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Several of the State Department officials
on this list were located in the Bureau of
Intelligence Research, the source alleged.

Mr. Ball authorized the “electronics room™
to tap the phones of every person on the list,
according to the source,

ROGER HILSMAN

Inadvertently, some conversations which
Roger Hilsman, the Assistant Secretary of
State in charge of the Bureau of Intelligence
Research, had with officials In the White
House, the CIA and the Defense Intelligence
Agency were picked up on the tapes, the
source said.

Mr. Ball was considerably annoyed by some
of Mr. Hilsman's expressions and actions; he
communicated this information to Secre-
tary Rusk who, however, the source under-
stands, decided not to communicate his res-
ervations to President Kennedy.

“RESIGNATION"'

After the assassination of President Ken-
nedy, further conversations of Mr. Hilsman
were monitored. In some of these, he spoke
“indiscreetly” about President Johnson.
Shortly thereafter, Mr. Rusk indicated to
Mr. Hilsman that his resignation would be
appreciated, the source claimed. Mr. Hils~
man “resigned’ suddenly in 1964, the source
sald.

OTTO OTEPKA

An “ironic and unanticipated cutcome of
the monitoring” of the Bureau of Intelli-
gence Research was that the facilities of the
electronics room became overburdened dur-
ing most of 1963. For this reason, when Mr.
Rellly declded to have Otto F. Otepka’s tele-
phone monitored, he had to obtaln Mr.
Ball's approval to have it done outside the
facilities of the central electronics room.
Working with others, Elmer Dewey Hill
placed a direct tap ineptly on Mr. Otepka's
telephone and eventually Mr. Otepka learned
of the tapping and informed the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee. This was
to result in the so-called “perjury” situation
arising from testimony given by Mr. Reilly
and Mr. Hill to the Subcommittee, the
source revealed.

PRESS ""BUGGED"

Besides State Department officlals, other
persons whose conversations have been taped
and made into “volce profiles” since 1963
included, according to the source, approxi-
mately eighty-five journalists and news-
paper correspondents. Among these were
John Hightower and Endre Marton of the
Associated Press, James Reston, Richard
Eder, John Finney and others of the New
York Times; Bernard Gwerzman and Mary
MecGrory of the Washington Evening Star
and Rowland Evans and Robert Novak,
columnists for the Washington Post.

SOME $1,500,000 SPENT

Because the cost of the machinery for the
“yolce profiles” was unusually expensive, the
Security Office spent during fiscal year 1963
over $1,600,000, some of it on “loan" from
other intelligence agencies, the source re-
vealed. In the four-month period of March
to June 1963 alone, the expenditures ex-
ceeded $900,000, the source revealed.

ExHIBIT 2
[From the Chicago Tribune, May 2, 1968]
CarrroL VIEWS
(By Willard Edwards)

WasHINGTON, May 1.—Another sordid
chapter, straining credulity, is now being
added to the extraordinary epic known as
“The Otepka Tragedy.”

The government's final ruling in the cele-
brated case was ready for release 40 days ago.
On the point of publication, it was held up
and inguiry today indicated that the myste-
rious delay may be protracted.
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High federal officials stopped issuance of
the ruling, it was learned, in order to prevent
the simultaneous removal of the secret label
from explosive testimony now hidden in the
files of the Civil Service Commission.

The evidence thus belng suppressed in-
volves two major administration figures—
Secretary of State Dean Rusk and former
Undersecretary George W. Ball, ambassador-
designate to the United Nations.

Ball awaits a Senate hearing on his qualifi-
cations as President Johnson's nominee to
succeed the resigned Ambassador Arthur J.
Goldberg. Publication of the Otepka tran-
script could provide the basis for questions
%mbarrassing to him and to the administra-

on.

Otto F. Otepka thus endures another ago-
nizing wait in an ordeal which began five
years ago when he was fired as the state de-
partment’s top security officer because he
dared give testimony to a Senate committee
about lax security procedures in the depart-
ment.

He won reinstatement after four years of
intimidation and harassment. Most of the
charges against him were dropped but Rusk
imposed a reprimand and a demotion in
grade which ended his career as a security
officer. Otepka, maintaining he was entitled
to complete vindication, appealed to the Civil
Service commission, the presumed guardian
of the rights of all government employes.

CHARGES COVER-UP FOR REILLY

On March 7, at a secret commission hear-
ing Otepka boldly documented a charge that
Rusk and Ball “covered up” for subordinates
who engaged in a conspiracy to oust him
from his security post. He named 11 state de-
partment employes, headed by John F, Reilly,
former deputy assistant secretary for security,
as members of the conspiracy.

Recalling that Reilly tapped his telephone,
drilled open his safe, and placed him under
surveillance, Otepka said the evidence clearly
demonstrated that Rusk and Ball “fully pro-
tected Reflly in his attempts to escape cul-
pability when he was trapped in his own
falsehoods.”

Congressional investigators are now prob-
ing reports that Otepka was only one of a
number of state department officials whose
conversations were monitored during the
Eennedy-Johnson administrations. Ball,
undersecretary from 1961 to 1966, was named
as the official in charge of what was known
as “the esplonage room"” which handled this
widespread phone-tapping operation.

As the hearing ended, Commission Ex-
aminer James Masterson said his decision
would be ready in “10 days or two weeks.”

Otepka asked for a copy of the transcript
in order that he might make corrections, if
necessary. This is a routine courtesy granted
all witnesses. Masterson promised to furnish
him or his attorney. Roger Robb, with a copy
of the testimony. Nearly two months later,
despite numerous requests, neither Robb nor
Otepka has been supplied the transcript.

Masterson's verdict, reportedly adverse to
Otepka, was ready, as he had predicted, by
March 21. But alarm had meanwhile spread
thru high administration circles as the tran-
script was studied. It was a highly persuasive
account of vicious intrigue designed to de-
stroy a government servant whose only crime
was a refusal to protect security risks he
found in the state department,

OFFICIALS FACE A QUANDARY

Officials faced this quandary: They were
anxious to rid themselves of the Otepka case,
which has become a grave political liability,
but an officlal ruling would require release
of the transecript to Otepka and his attorney
for use In appeal to the courts if they de-
cided to keep on fighting. Suppression of its
damaging contents would no longer be
possible.

As the weeks passed, this dilemma re-
mained unresolved. Inquiries at Masterson's
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office were met with a statement that the
decision was not yet ready for release.

Otepka, meanwhile, put himself on an
unpaid leave status. He could not, in good
conscience, he said, accept pay for the clerical
duties assigned by Rusk which ignored his
25 years of experience as a security officer.

“I haven't lost hope,” he said. “Somehow,
some day, in this land of freedom and justice,
the right of government employes to furnish
information to Congress is going to be
upheld.”

ExHIBIT 3
Two-MaN Uwnitr To SiFr OTEPEA WIRETAPS

The State Department yesterday named a
two-man panel to investigate allegations of
telephone-tapping and other electronic eaves-
dropping in the Department’s security office.

Appointed to the panel were Wilson Clark
Flake, retired former U.S. Ambassador to
Guinea, and George W. French Jr., a retired
Army intelligence officer.

They were instructed to re-examine testi-
mony given before the Senate Internal Se-
curity Subcommittee, which has been inves-
tigating State Department security, and to
review State Department records, conduct
interviews, and report to Secretary of State
Dean Rusk as soon as possible,

The investigation stems partly from the
case of Department Security Officer Otto
Otepka, who was given his dismissal notice
in November on charges that he circum-
vented normal procedure in giving informa-
tion to the Senate Subcommittee.

Otepka, who is appealing his ouster,
charged that other officlals of the Security
Office tapped his phone. Two members of
the Security Office recently were placed on
leave after they first denied and later con-
ceded before the Subcommittee that the tap-
ping incldent occurred.

The State Department said the panel in-
vestigation is separate from hearings which
will be held on Otepka’s appeal.

ExHIBIT 4

DeEceEMBER 19, 1963.

Memorandum for: Wilson C. Flake, George
‘W. French,

From: William J. Crockett.

Subject: Terms of reference for an inves-
tigation of certain actions in the Office of
Security.

I am transmitting to you coples of terms
of reference with a request that you begin
work on this project immediately.

In the conduct of your investigation you
are authorized to take sworn statements.
Should your request for such a statement be
refused I want this matter brought to my
attention immediately.

I have requested all personnel of the Office
of Becurity to cooperate with you fully. Al-
though I do not wish to set a deadline for the
completion of this assignment I am sure you
recognize that we are interested in having
as thorough a job done done as possible.

Attachments: as stated.

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE CONTINUATION
OF THE DEPARTMENT'S INVESTIGATION OF
CERTAIN ACTIONS IN THE OFFICE OF SECURITY
During the last 2 months the Department

has been trying to assemble all facts relating
to any efforts made in the Office of Security
to intercept conversations in the office and
on the telephone of Mr. Otto F. Otepka. This
investigation needs to be concluded at the
earliest possible moment and a report must
be prepared for the Secretary of State setting
forth all the information obtained,

In the conduct of the final stages of this
investigation particular attention should be
devoted to the following:

(a) A thorough reexamination of all the
testimony given to the Senate Internal Se-
curity Subcommittee by any present or for-
mer member of the Office of Security.
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(b) A further review of all written mate-
rial that has been provided by present or for-
mer members of the Office of Security.

(c) Based on information avallable under
(a) and (b) above, oral interviews should be
conducted with any individual who may
have participated in, or have knowledge of,
activities mentioned by the Senate Internal
Security Subcommittee. Specifically, partic-
ular attention should be given to the allega-
tion of other cases of "bugging"” or “tap-
ping.” This includes also any charges of
“tapping” or “bugging” in places other than
Mr. Otepka’s office. As conclusive an analysis
as possible of this allegation should be made.

(d) Any organizational or procedural dif-
ficulties which may be brought to light by
the Department’s investigation.

(e) Any relevant matters that have been
raised either during the Department’'s in-
quirer or the investigation of the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee and which
have not yet been completely investigated.

ExHIBIT §

ExcerPT FrOM MEMORANDUM OF RECORD BY
STATE DEPARTMENT SECURITY OFFICER JOHN
R. NORPEL, JR.

MEMORANDUM OF RECORD

On Friday, January 17, 1964, from 2:30 to
4:15 p.m. Security Officer John R. Norpel,
Jr., was interviewed in Room 7334 NS. The
interview was conducted by former Ambas-
sador Wilson Flake and retired Army officer
George French.

Prior to the outset of the formal interview
as it was described by Ambassador Flake,
he explained the scope of his assignment was
to identify shortcomings in securlty and
practices procedures. Ambassador Flake men-
tioned he had been instructed by the As-
sistant Secretary for Administration William
J. Crockett. However, the final report would
be furnished to the Secretary personally and
he implied it would not be routed through
lower staff levels.

Ambassador Flake also pointed out that
he did not intend to explore the issues in
the *“Otepka case.” He stated these were
separate from the inquiry at hand and would
be answered by Otepka in due proceedings.
Continuing, he requested that should any
of his questions appear to be related to or
identical with any of the “three charges”
Otepka was facing—the interviewee should
80 state.

When Ambassador Flake disclosed the
“Otepka case” was to be considered a sep-
arate matter, he was informed Security Of-
ficer Norpel was in no way reluctant to dis-
cuss that or any other matter. Security Of-
ficer Norpel observed undoubtedly the gen-
tleman had or should have had access to the
FBI's investigative report. Security Officer
Norpel stated his answers or statements
could not differ materially from the informa-
tion he divulged to the FBI.

Ambassador Flake concluded the introduc-
tion to the formal interview by advising all
information developed through the course
of his inquiries would be furnished to the
Becretary of State for such use as the Secre-
tary would desire. When Ambassador Flake
noted that the formal interview of record
would then proceed, Security Officer Norpel
asked if this interview was being recorded.
In essence, both Ambassador Flake and Colo-
nel French replied in the negative to the
question insofar as technical coverage was
concerned. The only “recording’ would he
such notes as they might make during the
course of the questioning.

Colonel French then, in substance, advised
Security Officer Norpel not to answer ques-
tions if he did not desire. Should the advice
of counsel seem necessary at any point, the
interview would be terminated so that Secu-
rity Officer Norpel could make such arrange-
ments,

The first questions of a formal nature
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were by Colonel French. These related to
personal knowledge of tampering with tele-
phones or clandestine, surreptitious entry
into safes on the property of the Depart-
ment of State. The answers to both questions
was “No.” In elaboration, Security Officer
Norpel related he suspected his own telephone
had been tapped or tampered with. He re-
called several occasions in about May or
June 1963, when after dialing the first digit
to reach another phone in the Department
calls in progress from Mr. Chayes' office, the
Legal Counsel, could be audibly monitored.
The interviewers were informed after this
occurred on a number of occaslons it was
reported to Security Officer (technician)
Stanley Holden. It was assumed Holden made
some type of check. SBecurity Officer Holden
subsequently explained often rotaries on
telephone dial equipment in the basement
became clogged with dust which could pos-
sibly have caused the malfunction desecribed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to
yield to the able and distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall
vote against this confirmation. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina has raised
some points about the Otepka case which
should be answered before the confirma-
tion is approved. The record shows that
before a Senate subcommittee, repre-
sentatives of the Department first denied
that it had used a wiretap, then later
retracted the denial after other testi-
mony before the committee proved they
were false statements. However, it was
disturbing to find later that the men who
testified truthfully before the subcom-
mittee were punished by being ostracized
and put into Siberian positions.

In this connection, I ask unanimous
consent that my statement of February
14, 1968, in connection with Mr. Hite and
his associate, Mr. Burkhard, be printed
in the RECORD.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, reserving the right to object, what
was the request?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. To print
the remarks I made on February 14,
1968, concerning Mr. Hite and Mr. Burk-
hard who testified in this case. After
my disclosure of their plight these men
were reassigned.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I have
no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

[From the CONGRESSIONAL REecorp, Feb. 14,
1968]
STATE DEPARTMENT ISOLATION WARD

Mr. Wirrrams of Delaware. Mr. President,
I was somewhat shocked today to find that
the State Department is operating what
might be referred to as a speclal isolation
ward or cooler for employees whose only
crime is telling the truth to a Senate com-
mittee.

When this situation was called to my atten-
tion I visited this place. I suggest that Mem-
bers of the Senate and the press go to 23d
and D streets, on the first floor of the old
State Department Annex Bullding. There will
be found an entire floor that is being heated
and maintained by the State Department,
and much of the bullding is piled up with a

lot of junk. Only one office on this floor
is occupled.
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The two employees who are in this room
are Harry M. Hite, who is a GS-13 at a salary
of $15,307, and Edward Burkhard, who is a
GB5-12 at a salary of $12,800.

Mr. President, these two employees have
had practically no work since 1965. They have
had absolutely nmo work at all assigned to
them since October of 1966. Thelr only duty
is to report at 9 o'clock in the morning and
to remain there until 5:30 in the evening.
They have a telephone and a typewriter, and
they sit there looking at each other and
reading the newspapers. They have repeatedly
sent requests to their superiors in the State
Department asking that they be assigned
duties. Thus far nothing has been assigned
to them.

Mr, President, these two men are being
isolated and penalized solely because they
testified in the Otepka case. In that case,
two or three other employees testified and
lied to the committee about whether or not
they wiretapped Mr. Otepka’s telephone.
These men told the truth, and that is their
only crime; they told the truth. Those others
who lied to the committee and later, when
caught, changed their testimony, have been
adequately taken care of by the State De-
partment. They were taken care of because
they tried to cover up for them. But the
State Department could not fire these two
men because it realized it could not sustain
charges. The men draw their salaries and
sit there twiddling their thumbs for 8 hours
a day in what now has the appearance of an
old abandoned warehouse.

This is ridiculous, especially at a time when
we hear so much about Government deficits.

The State Department is well aware of this
situation because these two men have sent
repeated memorandums to the Department
appealing for some work to do.

Mr. President, I went through the place
this morning, and I looked at it. I invite Sen-
ators and members of the press to go down
there and look at the conditions in that
building. If those who go there are unable to
find the room at first, do not give up, because
I searched for 10 minutes before I could find
anybody in the building. The men were there,
in room 114, and on the job, sitting there as
they have been for the last 16 months, wait-
ing for somebody to give them orders.

Mr. President, I most respectfully suggest
that this matter should be straightened out
within 72 hours. If not, I am going to submit
a resolution asking for the immediate removal
of their superior,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall vote against the confirma-
tion of the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques~-
tion is, Shall the Senate advise and con-
sent to the nomination of George W.
Ball? [Putting the question.]

The ayes have it, and the nomination
is confirmed.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified that
the Senate has ratified the two resolu-
tions of ratification on the conventions
and that the Senate has also confirmed
the nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate return to the consideration
of legislative business.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.
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OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 917) to assist State and lo-
cal governments in reducing the inci-
dence of crime, to increase the effective-
ness, fairness, and coordination of law-
enforcement and eriminal justice systems
at all levels of government, and for oth-
€er purposes.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is there any amend-
ment pending at the moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No
amendment is pending.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I again want to share
with my colleagues some of the continu-
ing expressions of concern over the rising
tide of lawlessness in this country that I
have received during the past few days.
In lieu of insertin gthose communica-
tions into the REecorp, however, I shall
merely read excerpts from them.

Before doing so, however, I wish to
read a few excerpts from an editorial
written by David Lawrence, and pub-
lished in U.S. News & World Report for
May 6, 1968, entitled “How To Fight a
Domestic War.” I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the full text of the editorial
printed in the Recorp at the coneclusicn
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
editorial begins:

Never before in the history of the United
States have the people been confronted with
such a threat to their safety in the cities as
Wwe are witnessing today.

Apparently the impulse to create havoc is
infectious. Its spread is plainly due to the
fallure of established authority promptly
to impose discipline so as to deter further
attempts to defy the law.

- - - L] -

Basically, many of the rioters have lost
all respect for “law and order” and are taking
advantage of the softness of governing au-
thoritles. When “marches” and “demonstra-
tions" first began, and the police used normal
methods of control, charges of “police
brutality” were heard. A continued propa-
ganda movement has since been carried on
against the police generally.

L - - - L

Nothing in the Constitution says that free-
dom of speech means the right to incite per-
sons to destroy lives or property.

- - - L -

Various public officials have been advocat-
ing a gentle handling of riots and restrictions
on the use of force, even though criminal
elements are stimulated to rob and loot. The
impression has been conveyed that the au-
thorities would be “soft" and that thievery
could go on with little interference and with-
out much risk of punishment. There have
been too many cases of vandalism while
police were nearby. If the impression de-
velops throughout the big cities that looting
can be done with relatively little chance of
its being stopped by police, an even greater
loss of life and property could ensue in the
future.

Commenting on the threatened Poor
People’s March, an editorial published
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in the Tulsa World of May 7, 1968, notes
that—

The Rev. James Bevel, told a Mississippi
group last week that mass applications for
welfare are one means of tying up local
government machinery. . . . Organizers say
the march and camp-in will last indefinite-
ly—until their demands on Congress are met.
No one knows how long that may take. But it
stands to reason that the longer the “visi-
tors” remain, the more likely they are to seek
health and welfare benefits,”

. » » If poverty, hunger and {illness are
being exploited to gain political objectives,
it 1s the choice of leaders of the march—and
the marchers themselves. The District of
Columbia should not be expected — and
should not consent to subsidize this kind of
invasion at the seat of government.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
editorial entitled “Subsidizing the
March,” published in the Tulsa, Okla.,
Daily World of Tuesday, May 7, 1968.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

SUBSIDIZING THE MARCH

The poor people’s march on Washington
this month is raising some sticky questions.

For example, shall Government welfare
and health agencies in the Capital a-sume
care for the thousands of marchers who may
seek their services?

In other words, Is the Federal welfare es-
tablishment obliged to undergird a move-
ment that seeks to challenge and possibly
disrupt the very processes of the Government
itself?

That may seem paradoxical and insane,
but it is real enough. One organizer for the
march, the Rev. James Bevel, told a Missis-
sipol group last week that mass applications
for welfare are one means of tylng up local
Government machinery.

Winifred G. Thompson, District of Colum-
bia Welfare Director, is very much aware of
the possibility of mass demands for welfare
support. She has asked the District corpora-
tion counsel whether she must pay benefits
to out-of-town applicants who come to
Washington.

The District Health Department also wants
to know how far Its responsibility goes in
furnishing medical services for the camp-
ers-in.

Questions of money arise, too. Will Con-
gress be asked to furnish emergency funds
for the care of the demonstrators?

Organizers say the march and camp-in
will last indefinitely—until their demands
on Congress are met. No one knows how long
that may take. But it stands to reason that
the longer the *“visitors” remain, the more
likely they are to seek health and welfare
benefits.

It isn't hard to foresee outraged protests
against a hard-hearted bureaucracy that will
allow women and children to go hungry and
ill right under its nose. In such an atmos-
phere, will anyone ask who is responsible
for the march in the first place?

If poverty, hunger and illness are being
exploited to gain political objectives, it is the
choice of leaders of the march—and the
marchers themselves, The District of Colum-
bia should not be expected—and should not
consent—to subsidize this kind of invasion
at the seat of Government.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I do
not know what all of the demands—and
Senators should understand they are not
requests, they are demands—being made
by those participating in the march and
their leaders are, nor what they are ex-
pected to achieve. I read in this morning’s
newspaper that one demand was that
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the Government guarantee or provide
every family in America a minimum in-
come of $4,000 per year.

I do not know whether there is asso-
ciated with that demand any acknowl-
edged responsibility on the part of those
who are to be so subsidized to work when
they have a chance to work, to work
when a job is offered to them, or whether
it would just be a gratuitous contribu-
tion by the taxpayers of this Nation to
anybody who just does not want to work.

I think we need some clarification on
that issue, because I also read in the
press this morning that there are more
jobs available in this country today than
there are people who are unemployed;
and I may say, Mr. President, that in my
State there are jobs awaiting people
who are willing to work. I think that can
be said without any fear of successful
challenge. I do not know that it holds
true everywhere; I would not say that it
does. But certainly, jobs that are avail-
able should be filled, and people who can
do the work should be required to work
before we tax other citizens of this coun-
try to provide them a gratuity of $4,000
a year.

A column appearing in the current
edition of “Roll Call” by Allan C. Brown-
feld also comments on the march on
Washington that is now in progress. Mr.
Brownfeld was kind enough to forward
me a copy of his column and noted, in
his cover letter, that—

The Poor People's March which is planned
for Washington in the near future is an ex-
ample of the politics of coercion which its
advocates do not hesitate to endorse.

I have previously noted in the course
of the debate during the last few days,
Mr. President, that there is a tendency—
in faet, it is becoming an accepted prac-
tice in many areas of endeavor in this
country—in politics, in petitioning the
Government, in protesting whatever
may not be liked in the colleges and
the universities, or wherever someone
dissents or disagrees with what is oc-
curring—to resort to intimidation, coer-
cion, and even violence as a means of
achieving goals or aims.

Mr. President, that is not consistent
with a country governed by laws instead
of by men. Therefore, this trend cannot
be permitted to continue.

Force, intimidation, and coercion, if
it becomes the process by which we gov-
ern ourselves in this country, will destroy
our liberty and force an end to the sov-
ereignty of government. Our Govern-
ment would become a rule by dictator-
ship rather than a rule by the democratic
process.

When we are dealing with the pending
crime bill, all of these subject matters
and activities in the nature of demon-
strations—that is, demonstrations that
are not passive, but are disorderly demon-
strations in which the participants tres-
pass upon the rights of others or commit
acts of civil disobedience—are relevant
to the pending bill which we are con-
sidering in an effort to reinforce the
law-enforcement agencies of the country
and to improve the operations of the
machinery of justice.

Mr. Brownfeld begins his column:
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The poor people's march which is sched-
uled to arrive in Washington in the near
future is by no means a civil rights demon-
stration. This point was made explicit by the
Rev. James Bevel, a spokesman for the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference
which is sponsoring the march. Speaking in
Marks, Mississippl, where the leaders began
their search for recruits, Bevel stated that:
“This is no longer a civil rights thing. This is
economic. We intend to force the power
structure of this country to divert more
energy—and by that I mean money—into get-
ting 40 million Americans into this nation’s
economic mainstream.”

I guess that statement is susceptible
of different interpretations. I think most
Americans have the opportunity to be
in the economic mainstream. There are
a few who possibly do not have. But there
are ways and means to try to reach those
few and help them if they are willing
to help themselves.

There is not, in my judgment, a Mem-
ber of the Senate who is not perfectly
willing to try to reach down and help
those who are willing to help themselves
and are willing to accept the helping
hand which is reached out to them and
put forth some effort on their own part
to try to improve their condition.

That has been demonstrated here time
and time again by the programs that
have been authorized and the expendi-
tures that have been made in an effort
to do this. I think that every Senator
would be willing to do so again on any
new program that is submitted. However,
there is a whole lot of difference between
doing that and being threatened and
intimidated and having someone say to
the Congress of the United States, to our
Government, and to its officials, “We are
going to force the power structure of this
country to divert more energy—and by
that we mean more money—to give us
some of these things that we want.”

Mr. President, where is the money com-
ing from? Are those of us who are going
to support this demand ready to add an
additional 10- or 15-percent surtax to
the surtax that the President is now ask-
ing for? We would have to do this to pro-
vide the $10 billion or more that would
be required. That is a very modest esti-
mate. It is probably an understatement
of the amount required to meet just this
one demand.

Where is the money coming from? The
credit of our Government is already un-
der a strain. As a result, we have an im-
balance in trade with foreign countries.
We have pressure on the dollar. We have
spiraling inflation, Are we going to add
this much pressure to the pressure that
already exists?

I think those who are willing to vote to
meet these demands for $10 billion or
more on this one issue and for the other
billions that would be required to finance
the additional programs these people
want should realize that if we vote in
favor of meeting these demands, we
should be willing to increase our taxes
to pay for our action.

Unless we stabilize the economy, un-
less we stabilize our fiscal policies, voting
today to spend more money will not
mean that we will have the purchasing
power to buy the goods tomorrow that
we could buy with today’s purchasing
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power. The purchasing power of the dol-
lar is rapidly declining. And to make such
huge expenditures as are being proposed
would simply add to and hasten the de-
cline of the purchasing power of the
dollar.

Continuing, Mr. Brownfeld stated:

In a free society all individuals have the
right to advocate policies which others con-
sider mistaken. But none have the right to
take the law into their own hands and vio-
late the rights of others. The leaders of the
march, when they advocate dislocating the
functioning of municipal and federal gov-
ernments, the blocking of bridges and high-
ways, are forgetting the very principle which
liberal advocates of open housing and other
reforms urged: one man’s freedom ends
where another begins. What of the right of
the majority of citizens to conduct their
legitimate business?

Mr. Brownfeld’s thought-provoking
column concluded with this:

Our soclety can be pulled down if we per-
mit the blackmalilers and their advocates to
dominate, Citizens have the right to advocate
a guaranteed annual wage, more jobs, and
even preferential rights. But they have no
right to violate the law and deprive other
citizens of their rights. It is important that
we recognize the distinction, for in the com-
ing weeks we may be forced to draw our
lines very sharply.

Mr. President, I made the following
observation on the floor of the Senate
last Friday:

We have in this country among our Negro
people some of the finest, some of the most
patriotic, some of the most loyal citizens,
who share today the fear that others are ex-
pressing, who share the shame that we feel
when we see these outrageous riots and acts
of lawlessness running rampant throughout
our citles—the plundering, the burning, the
pillaging, and the murdering. They do not
agree with it, they want it stopped. The best
element of the Negro race in this country to-
day want these things stopped. They want
law and order. They, too, want protection.

Yesterday, Mr. President, in one of
the cities of my State, it was my privi-
lege to attend a dedication ceremony
of one of the most beautiful community
centers that I believe can be found any-
where in a community of that size. There,
Mr. President, the leading Negro citizens
of the community joined with the white
citizens of the community, and together,
in an appropriate ceremony, joined
hands in the dedication of this center,
which will provide services and conven-
iences to all the people of that city.

That is the way things should be done,
and that is the way we will make prog-
ress in race relations, and that is the
way we will make economic progress—
when everyone is willing to carry his
share, when each one is willing to try to
earn his own way, when each one is will-
ing to work and will work when work is
offered.

But we will not progress in this coun-
try and our internal situation will not
improve if we have come to the point
at which we are ready to be intimidated
and permit intimidation and coercion to
influence us to vote gratuities of an an-
nual wage or a guaranteed income simply
to provide the livelihood for some people
who are not willing to work and who will
not undertake to take care of them-
selves.



12964

There are those who need help. There
are those for whom we provide relief. If
relief is inadequate, so far as we can do
so we should increase it and in many
areas expand it. But whenever we take
a position in which we say to anybody
coming here, “You will get $4,000 a year
or some other amount, whether you work
or not,” we would be opening the flood-
gates to our finanecial ruin.

Mr. Archie Moore, the great boxing
champion and a great American, is a
prime example, Mr, President, of what
I have just been talking about as to the
good Negro citizens of our country. An
article published in the Dearborn Guide
of May 2, 1968, is devoted to this out-
standing man, and I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the entire article, entitled
“Archie Moore Seeks Self-Help,” print-
ed in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMiIge in the chair), Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, Mr.
Moore is quoted as saying:

The devil is at work in America, and it is
up to us to drive him out. Snipers, looters,
white or black, deserve no mercy. Those
who would profit from their brother's mis-
fortunes deserve no mercy, and those who

would set fellow Americans upon each other
deserve no mercy.

Continuing, Mr. Moore said:

I am a staunch advocate of the Negro evo-
lution for the good of mankind. I've seen
almost unbelievable progress made in the
last handful of years. Do we want to become
wild beasts bent only on revenge, looting
and killing and laying America bare? Hate
is balt, bait for the simple-minded.

Sure, I despised the whites who cheated
me, but I used that feeling to make me
push on. If you listen to the professional
rabble-rousers, adhere to this idea of giving
up everything you've gained in order to re-
venge yourself for the wrongs that were done
to you in the past—then you'd better watch
your neighbor, because he’ll be looting your
house next. Law and order is the only edge

we have. No man is an island. (Emphasis
supplied.)

Mr. President, Mr. Archie Moore is
quoted further as follows:

Granted the Negro still has a long way to
g0 to gain a fair shake with the white man
in this country. But believe this: If we re-
sort to lawlessness, the only thing we can

hope for is civil war, untold bloodshed, and
the end of our dreams.

Mr, President, those words were spoken
by a man who obviously loves his coun-
try, and I urge my colleagues to read the
entire article about Mr. Moore.

Mr. R. W. Baldwin, president of the
Maryland State Bar Association was kind
enough to forward me an article he had
prepared at the request of the Daily Rec-
ord, the Baltimore legal and business
daily, for its annual Law Day, U.S.A., edi-
tion. In his letter of transmittal, Mr.
Baldwin commented that he had “been
following with great interest your com-
mittee's hearings in respect to law en-
forcement, as to which I very strongly
support your view.”

The article is entitled: “Recent Insur-
rection Lends Sardonic Note to National
Image of Observance.”

Mr. President, the article is very per-
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tinent to our deliberations on 8. 917. I
shall not take the time to read the ar-
ticle in its entirety, but I ask unanimous
consent that it may be printed in the
REcorD at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
shall read two or three excerpts from the
article. The article states:

The steady increase of crimes of violence,
including ruthless assassinations, now capped
by the recent eruptions of senseless arson,
looting, riot and inurrection, have made a
mockery of our national image of a democ-
racy governed under law and order. As a con-
sequence, Law Day U.S.A. this May 1, 1968,
takes on a sardonic note.

It is significant that S. 917 was taken
up and made the pending business in the
Senate on Law Day, U.S.A., 1968. This
is the most vital and important legisla-
tive measure, in my judement, that will
be considered in this session of Congress.

The disposition of this bill, whether
we pass it or reject it, is going to have
a lasting impact upon law and order in
our country, and more so than we prob-
ably can visualize at this time.

Some of the provisions of the bill strike
at the very crux of the problems that
confront us, the lack of law enforcement.
If you sum it up in a nutshell, that is the
greatest threat to our country: the lack
of law enforcement. This bill strikes at
that threat by providing the means for
strengthening law-enforcement officials
in training and equipment, and then, by
strengthening them in presenting a case
for adjudication in the courts of our
land. It also strengthens the judicial
process by modifying some Court deci-
sions that, in my judgment, have tam-
pered with the Constitution—at least
these Court decisions overruled what
had been the law of the land for more
than 100 years and they overruled prece-
dents established by competent and able
judges who have been revered since they
served on the Supreme Court.

The Constitution did not change. The
other courts have held the admissibil-
ity of voluntary confession to be consti-
tutional over and over. It was the Court
that changed and not the Constitution.

There are those people who talk about
trying to turn back to lynch law. There
is nothing so ridiculous as those persons
who use that term. One has only to read
this bill to know that it would do no
such thing. It simply turns back the
clock to the time when the Constitution
was interpreted to mean what it said,
and that is all. It turns aside or rejects
the amendment that has been fostered
onto the Constitution by Court decisions
that invoke dubious technicalities to turn
loose on society known, confessed, guilty
criminals.

Mr. President, the article to which I
have referred continues:

How can we say to the world that the
United States stands for law and order in
the face of the uncontrolled lawlessness
which we tolerate today? The plain truth is
that we cannot. Hence, the usual platitu-
dinous statements relating to Law Day U.S.A:
and World Peace Through Law will have this
year a hollow and mocking tune. Mv view is

that we must face up to the situation and
act accordingly.
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Mr. President, I hope that all Senators
will read the entire article, because it
describes the work of the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and
the Administration of Justice. Although
in a minority, a substantial number on
that Commission recommended action in
line with the provisions of the pending
bill. Yet they were ignored by the ma-
jority.

I quote further from the article, from
Chief Judge J. Edward Lumbard of the
second circuit, chairman of the ABA
Special Committee on Minimum Stand-
ards for the Administration of Criminal
Justice:

“We are in danger of grievous imbalance
in the administration of criminal justice
* * *» Starting with that premise they ad-
vocated in restrained language legislation to
moderate the more unrealistic effects of the
Miranda, Escobedo and Crooker cases so that
police can apprehend and courts can convict
at least the plainly, guilty,

Mr. President, as a Senator, I expect
to have daggers thrown at me, to be
ridiculed from some sources, and to be
charged with what seems to be, in the
minds of some, an unpardonable sin, that
of attacking the Supreme Court.

Let me remind my colleagues that I
did not attack the Court. If this is an
attack, four members of that very same
Court attacked the decisions of the other
five. Were they attacking the Court when
they dissented? I do not think it can
be charged that they had no right to dis-
sent. I have not said anything more
harsh about the majority of the Court
than the minority members have them-
selves who disagreed with them.

These days we seem to be harping on
the right to dissent in America. All right.
If that is a right of every citizen in
America, then certainly every Member
of this body has a right to disagree with
the Supreme Court on some of its out-
rageous decisions. We also have a right
and the authority to try to do something
about it.

I do not mind the smears. This is my
fight. I have no more stake in this than
does any other Senator. I have no more to
lose or to gain than any other Senator.
Perhaps I have less to gain, because I
may not be running for office as long as
some other Senators. Thus, it is not a
matter of a personal vendetta against
the Supreme Court, or of personal feel-
ing. It is ecrucial to the peace and fran-
quillity of America. It is crucial to law
enforcement. It is imperative that the
current trends be reversed. Law and or-
der in America cannot be restored unless
we restore that procedure and that
quality of justice which prevailed in this
country for so long which kept down the
crime rate.

Mr. President, all you have to do to
satisfy yourself, or anyone else, is to
take the chart of crime increase in this
country and see what the impact has
been since the decisions were rendered
by the Supreme Court when it began
amending the Constitution to conform
to the theories of sociologists instead of
interpreting the Constitution according
to the precedents which had been es-
tablished by their predecessors, and when
we departed from that and began travel-
ing downhill along a dangerous road.
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At this hour, at this session, Congress
will have the opportunity to do some-
thing about it, to try to restore the proc-
esses of judicial procedure which kept
our citizens safe from the lawless ele-
ment—from the criminal who had the
inclination to engage in barbaric crimes.

Ah, Mr. President, we hear a lot about
poverty, that poverty is the cause of it
all.

Mr. President, poverty never gave any
man an excuse to murder.

Poverty never gave any man an excuse
to rob a bank by force of arms.

Poverty never gave any man an ex-
cuse to attack an old lady on the street
and jerk her purse away from her.

Poverty never gave a criminal with
animal instinets the right to rape and
ravish at will and with impunity.

Is poverty an excuse for all that?

Had poverty been an excuse, and had
it been tolerated as an alibi for the
crimes we witness today in America, I
wonder how America could have survived
until now when, in the past, there was
much, much more poverty than there is
at present.

How did our country survive?

We have less poverty today. We are
the most affluent country in the world.
We have less poverty than ever before.
Yet, poverty is used by some as an alibi
and excuse to condone the increasing
number of crimes occurring in our
country.

Mr. President, last Friday, I referred
to the number of communications I have
received during the past few days from
concerned citizens about the growing
lawlessness in America and the laxity of
officials responsible for enforcing and
maintaining law and order. At that time,
I read excerpts from a cross-section of 65
of these communications from people in
16 different States. Today’s sample in-
cludes statements from people in some
of those States as well as others,

These people are concerned, Mr. Pres-
ident. Many are outraged—and most are
frightened. All of them want action.

A man in Westfield, N.J., writes:

I, too, want to preserve this country, and I
believe the great majority of our citizens
have the same interest. We can only hope
that this fact is somehow communicated to
the serlous Presidential candidates now on
the scene—and that out of the upcoming
elections we will obtaln the necessary
leadership to get America back on the rails.

A secretary in Jenkintown, Pa., who
has felt the tragic horror of a heinous
crime, writes:

May I just add another small voice to your
campaign to again have America as the
country of the people, by the people, and for
the people.

The terrible inequities now expounded
by our judiciary are the most awful
threat to our citizens that I can imagine.
We are the God-parents of a 16-year old girl
who was just abducted and murdered. For
her parents’ sake, I almost wish they would
not catch the filthy beast who committed
this crime, for we are all certain that, be-
cause of the ridiculous changes to our laws,
Candy will be the one who is tried and de-
nounced, even after death, instead of her
killer being punished severely enough to
show that justice still is an American way
and to perhaps deter others from perpetrating
like crimes.
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I pray for your success in all your en-
deavors to bring America back to its high
standards and the good old-fashioned Ameri-
can justice—to protect the innocent, not
shield the gulilty, will again be the way of
life for my children and theirs.

A group of concerned citizens in a
Philadelphia neighborhood sent me a
copy of an article headed: “Court Cod-
dles Criminals, Says Senator McCLEL-
LAN,” and alongside the article, these
people had written simply: “Good for
you. You have our wholehearted sup-
port.” Beneath that terse assurance, Mr.
President, 53 citizens had taken the time
and trouble to sign their names.

A resident of Baltimore writes:

I support you implicitly in your efforts to
right the wrongs of the Supreme Court. I be-
lleve the time 1s long overdue where the
Courts in this great country of ours should
stop favoring criminals.

A gentleman from Lowell, Mass.,
writes:

I find myself in complete agreement with
you on the need for a crime control bill,
Several past Supreme Court decisions leave
a lot to be desired, especially in this area of
crime control.

A couple from nearby Arlington, Va.,
write:

Surely there can be a stop to the lawless-
ness that s going on in this country.

Mr. and Mrs. Herman T. Bauer write
from Maryland:

We agree with your stand and feel that
the Supreme Court has been coddling crimi-
nals long enough.

A retired police lieutenant from Con-
necticut expresses great concern over the
rising tide of lawlessness and offers the
following recommendation:

Following is a suggestion that I think may
help our chances to enforce law and order
which we know is so important to the future
of our country. I suggest that every honorably
retired police officer of sound mind and body
be not only allowed but encouraged to be
armed at all times and make his badge all the
authority he needs to be armed, I am sure
that these retired men, or at least 90% of
them, would be willing and happy to serve
in any emergency without pay in the area in
which they live.

I think that suggestion ought to be
further explored, Mr. President, and I
thank Mr. Paul M. Berg, Sr., for submit-
ting it.

A farmwife from Michigan writes:

Let's get tough and give the police more
aid instead of criticism and give the decent
law abiding people some peace of mind and
freedom from fear,

A lady from Kentucky, who signs her
letter “just a farmwife,” writes:

We—the people—who are at home who pay
taxes and more taxes for schools—welfare—
housing and poverty, etc., are heart-sick over
conditions and are feeling hopeless and have
lost faith In government officlals, are grate-
ful to you for your efforts against crime.

From Glendale, Calif.,, a Mr, Post
writes:

I have just finished reading about the Title
II of the Safe Streets and Crime Control Bill,
This seems like the long sought answer to the
prayers of many people. I wish to add my
volce to what I am sure is the overwhelming
desire of the American people.

A Waynesville, Ohio, woman writes:
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Just read an article in our local paper
where you were pushing for Senate passage
of a crime control bill that would supersede
several controversial Supreme Court decl-
slons. Your accusation that the Supreme
Court was coddling criminals, is a hundred
percent right. Under our present laws, a
person can be murdered in cold blood, and
if the arresting officer fails to inform them of
their rights, the judge will turn them loose,
This very thing happened recently around
here. With all the crime going on today, it is
not safe for a woman to be on the streets.
Something must be done. Little wonder that
crime is increasing, the criminal hasn't noth-
ing much to fear. Little wonder our police
force are throwing up their hands and quit-
ting by the thousands they have no backing.

Mr. Jack A. Turner from Beaumont,
Tex., writes:

Thank you for your bill to prevent crime.
The Supreme Court and the Administration

are doing things to our great country that
should not be done.

An Ohio man writes:

I want something done about crime and
rlots! Everyday I go to work thinking about
my home and family. Judges just slap the
hands of rioters and release other types of
criminals on technicalities.

Incidentally, Mr. President, this man
adds, almost pathetically, the following
postscript:

Could we have a little prayer in schools—
maybe even a salute to the flag each morning?

Those are the days I would like to re-
turn to—when there was reverence for
law and respect for authority; when we
instilled in the youth of the land a respect
for divinity, for the divine, for the par-
ents, for the teachers, and for the law-
enforcement officials.

The Reverend William C. Huddleston,
pastor of the Trinity Baptist Church in
El Dorado, Ark., writes:

Our church wishes to endorse your pro-
posed legislation for making the streets of
our cities safer. . .. We commend your action
in this matter.

Mr. President, last Friday I placed in
the REcorp 22 telegrams that I had re-
ceived from downtown business people
in Washington. I have three more here
today that came the next day, which I
did not get to put in the ReEcorp; and I
ask unanimous consent that these tele-
grams be placed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the telegrams
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

CARR'S JEWELERS,
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1968.
Senator JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

I feel I can speak in behalf of the entire
community. I as a downtown merchant
strongly urge the Presldent or a subordinate
to immediately make public announcements
that law and order will be upheld in Wash-
ington by whatever means required and that
stringent enforcement measures be used.

Louis E. NYBERG,
President.

TrEASURE TROVE, INC.,
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1968.

Senator JoEN L. MCCLELLAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

In the interest of the entire community,
I, as a downtown merchant, strongly urge
that the President and other high officials
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immediately make frequent public  an-
nouncements that law and order will and
must be upheld in the Nation’s Capital by
whatever means required. Every citizen must
be made aware of their responsibilities in
this urgent matter.
JEROME BRODER,
President.
VI1J SHors,
Washington, D.C., May 10, 1968.
Senator JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

In the interest of the entire community,
I, as a downtown Washington businessman,
strongly urge that the President or other
high authority immediately make frequent
public announcements condemning acts of
violence; that law and order will be upheld
in the National Capital by whatever means
required, and that appropriate enforcement
measures be taken now.

A. GILDER,
President.

Mr. McCLELLAN., Mr. President, I
have a number of other editorials and
letters that I want to insert in the Rec-
orp, As soon as I can arrange them,
either this afternoon or tomorrow, I will
offer them for the RECORD.

I want to say this: I do not think I
am mistaken, The American people are
frightened, they are disturbed, they are
losing confidence in the ability of gov-
ernment to protect them. It is a very dis-
quieting thought when the American
people begin to feel that way. I am fry-
ing to champion their right here today—
their right to be protected, to pass laws
and to enforce the laws, to protect the
innocent as well as to provide justice for
the accused.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Exsmir 1
[From U.S. News & World Report,
May 6, 1968]
How To FigHT A DoMESTIC WAR
(By David Lawrence)

Never before in the history of the United
States have the people been confronted with
such a threat to their safety in the cities as
we are witnessing today.

The official figures from 76 citles show that
48 persons were killed in a few days in the
riots which erupted after the assassination
of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., on April 4.
More than 2,600 were injured, and approxi-
mately 21,000 were arrested. Disturbances
actually broke out in more than 100 cities,
but the national statistics of all the losses
have not yet been compiled.

Also, in the Detroit outbreak last July,
there were 43 deaths, and in the same month
23 were killed in riots in Newark, N.J.

Many a college campus from coast to coast
has been the scene of violence. A few days
ago students seized the office of the President
of Columbia University, and similar rebel-
lons occurred in several other universities.

Apparently the impulse to create havoc
is infectlous, Its spread is plainly due to the
fallure of established authority to promptly
impose discipline so as to deter further
attempts to defy the law,

Police chlefs throughout the country find
themselves calling for State militia, Gover-
nors are faced with a situation so menacing
that they have to ask for the ald of federal
troops. Meanwhile, the riots reach massive
proportions, and the damage is extensive.
Fires are set and snipers boldly support the
rioters. There is no doubt that in most in-
stances the arsonists work in cooperation
with the looters. Persons with criminal ree-
ords are often noted on the lists of arrests.

Basically, many of the rioters have lost all
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respect for “law and order,” and are taking
advantage of the softness of governing au-
thorities. When “marches” and "“demonstra-
tlons” first began, and the police used nor-
mal methods of control, charges of ‘“police
brutality” were heard. A continued propa-
ganda movement has since been carried on
against the police generally.

As a tense situation arises anywhere, local
authorities who refuse to grant permits for
street gatherings related to highly contro-
versial subjects should not be restrained by
the courts. There are plenty of auditoriums
and stadiums where such discussions can be
carried on in a lawful manner. Nothing in
the Constitution says that freedom of speech
means the right to incite persons to destroy
lives or property.

The main problem nowadays is how to
apply force and prevent violence when the
disorders start or mobs gather, Some police
chiefs are even hesitant to utllize tear gas
or to let guns be used to quell disturbances.

Recently a debate has been going on in
the press between the mayors of various
cities, some of whom declare that it is wrong
to shoot at arsonlsts or looters to deter them.
Others say that the intention to use force
must in some way be made clear to the mobs
if they are really to be prevented from in-
flicting serious injury. Certainly resistance
to arrest can be dealt with foreibly.

Various public officlals have been advo-
cating a gentle handling of riots and restric-
tions on the use of force, even though crimi-
nal elements are stimulated to rob and loot.
The impression has been conveyed that the
authorities would be “soft"” and that thievery
could go on with little interference and with-
out much risk of punishment. There have
been too many cases of vandalism while po-
lice were nearby. If the Impression develops
throughout the big cities that looting can
be done with relatively little chance of its
being stopped by police, an even greater loss
of life and property could ensue in the
future.

It is evident that the police are in many
instances not instructed in how to deal with
rock-throwing, arson and looting. The up-
risings often develop in different parts of a
city, and an adequate number of officers of
the law is not at hand to squelch the dis-
turbances.

The time has come for the Federal Govern-
ment to take the initiative and help co-
ordinate the police operations of the States
and cities. For obviously the disorders are
instigated across State lines and are in large
part a federal as well as a local problem. Oc-
casional seminars are not enough. The crime
wave in a growing population cannot be
handled without more police and some form
of national supervision.

If federal authorities were required to
train the police force and to issue before-
hand public announcements of the methods
that would be taken to deal with riots, the
irresponsible elements would not be likely
to risk a deflance of the law.

The problem of communication is vital—
how to let the people in the crowded neigh-
borhoods of the big citles know that a riot
can be dangerous and that the police will not
hesitate to apply maximum force if violence
breaks out. Not only must notice of an inten-
tion to use drastic measures be given in ad-
vance and widely publicized in the commu-
nitles, but rigid discipline must be applled
when disorder becomes manifest,

Insurrection should be handled on a na-
tional basis. There 1s no need for a police
state, but there is every need for national
security and safety.

Exmmr 2
[From the Dearborn Guide, May 2, 1968]
ArcHIE MooRE SEES SELy-HELP
(By Ray Vernon)
Fortunately for America the Negro com-
munity of this country is not made up en-
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tirely of Stokely Carmichaels, Rap Browns
and other black militants.

There are people llke Archie Moore, the
former light heavyweight champion of the
world, Moore came up out of the worst slums
of St. Louls and today he has the respect of
every man who ever met him.

The following tells what kind of man
Archie Moore is:

“The devil is at work in America, and it
is up to us to drive him out. Snipers and
looters, white or black, deserve no mercy.
Those who would profit from their brother's
misfortunes deserve no mercy, and those who
would set fellow Americans upon each other
deserve no mercy,

“I'll fight the man who calls me an ‘Uncle
Tom.' I have broken bread with heads of
state, chatted with Presidents and traveled
all over the world. I was born In a ghetto,
but I refused to stay there. I am a Negro,
and proud to be one, I am also an American,
and I'm proud of that.

“The young people of today think they
have a hard lot. They should have been
around in the '80s when I was coming up in
St. Louls. We had no way to go, but a lot
of us made it.

“I became light heavyweight champion of
the world. A neighbor kid down the block,
Clark Terry, became one of the most famous
Jazz musicians in the world. There were doc-
tors, lawyers and chiefs who came out of that
ghetto. One of the top policemen in St. Louls
came from our neighborhood.

“We made it be